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Current Topics. 


New Conveyancing Counsel to the Court. 

Me. T. Cyprian WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law, has been 
appointed one of the Conveyancing Counsel to the court, in 
succession to Mr. SPENCER BUTLER, resigned. As to the fitness 
of the new counsel, no possible doubt can be entertained, and 
the profession may be congratulated on his selection for the 


office. 


The New Chancery Master, 

Mr. ARCHIBALD KEEN has been appointed a Master of the 
Supreme Court, in succession to the late Master Hewett. Mr, 
KEEN was admitted in 1883, and is head of the firm of Messrs, 
Keen, Rogers and Co., of 59, Carter Lane, E.C. 

County Court Extension. 

Tue County Courts Bill, which has been introduced in the 
House of Commons by the Law Officers, is in substance the same 
as the Bill which was introduced last year in the House of 
Lords, and which passed that House. Its one contentious feature 
is the provision extending indefinitely the jurisdiction of the 
county courts; the rest of the Bill is either consequential on 
this proposal, or it introduces changes in procedure, or makes 
overdue provision for the improvement of the position of county 
court judges. As to the extension of jurisdiction, this is the 
answer to the somewhat lame conclusions arrived at by the 
majority of the County Courts Committee in 1909. Shortly 
put, the report found that the work of the county courts was 
done well and was increasing; that the arrangements for the 
provincial business of the High Court were bad, and that the 
business was declining. Under these circumstances it was seen 
that to allow further extension of county court jurisdiction 
might rob the High Court of such of its provincial business as 
remained, and the committee were only willing to sanction this ex- 
tension on condition that the assize arrangements were improved, 
so as not to make the county court too formidable a rival to 
the High Court. Accordingly the majority recommended that 
common law actions now cognizable in the county court might 
be entered there without limit of amount, subject to the right 
of the defendant to have a transfer, in cases above £100, to the 
High Court, but only if the circuit system was remodelled. In 
the Bill, however, which the Lord Chancellor introduced as a 
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sequence to the report, he left the circuit system to be remodelled 
on some other occasion, and pr posed the extension of juris- 
diction without this qualification, though subject to the defend- 


ant’s absolute right of transfer in cases above the present limit. 
In 1909 Lord HAtspury secured the rejection of this clause, 
and this was followed by the withdrawal of the Bill. 
stated above, the House of Lords accepted the proposal last year. 


The County Courts Bill. 
THE PRESENT Bill repeats, ian clause 1, the proposal that county 


But, as 





an implied term in every contract for employment underground 
in a British mine ; no contracting-out of this term is permitted to 
individuals, but the Joint District Boards, who are to fix the 
minimum wage in each district, are allowed to vary the rate and 
permit a lower one in the case of old persons, infirm persons, or 
workers employed in a mine which for some special reason is 
specially unproductive. Clauses 2 and 3 provide for the creation 
of Joint District Boards composed in equal numbers of masters 
and men under an impartial president ; there is to be one such 
board for each of about a score of districts scheduled to the Act : 


courts shall, with certain exceptions, have jurisdiction without | existing boards may be recognized at once by the Board of 


limit, but where the amount exceeds £100 the defendant will 
have an absolute right of removal into the High Court. Words 
have now been introduced providing that the action will there- 
after proceed in London or ina district registry, in accordance 
with rules to be made. The excepted cases are actions for libel 
or slander, for seduction or breach of promise of marriage, and 
actions on any judgment in the High Court, and the clause also 
provides against any extension of the county court jurisdiction 
in actions of ejectment, or where the title to any corporeal or 
incorporeal hereditaments or to any toll or franchise comes 
in question. This is by sub-cliuse 3, but the restriction 
appears to be incompatible with the objects of the Bill. 
If the jurisdiction is to be unlimited in actions generally, 
there appears to be no ground for excluding particu'ar actions 
from its scope, Seduction, libel, and slander are as suitable 
for county court jurisdiction as other actions of tort, and in 
some cases relegation to the county court might usefully deprive 
these actions of some of the notoriety which they obtain. A new 
clause—clause 2—has been introduced, giving the county court 
judge power, during the progress of an action, to order its removal 
to the High Court if he considers that the action could be 
disposed of there ; but the removal would require the consent of 
the Lord Chief Justice or other prescribed judge of the 
High Court. This clause also tends to weaken the Bill, 
but it is difficult to imagine how it can be effective. Boni 
judicis ampliare jurisdictionem, and a county court judge, if he is 
worth his position, is not likely to decline to try an action on the 
ground that a High Court judge would try it better. Nor, when 
the parties are before the court, and all the expense of the hearing 
has been incurred, could the action in fairness be transferred to 
another tribunal. Clause 5 repeats the proposal for the extension 
of the jurisdiction of the registrars to £5, and a new sub-clause 
has been introduced authorizing the registrars to exercise their 
powers of entering judgment under sections 90 and 92 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888-—-that is, where the defendant does 
not appear or admits the claim—in actions for the recovery of 
possession of “ small tenements.” What is meant by this expression 
it is not easy to say, for the jurisdiction under sections 138 and 
139 has already been extended to an annual value of £100, and 
under clause 1 it will be extended indefinitely. These actions, 
of course, are different from actions of ejectment, 


The Minimum Wage Bill. 


Tuts Brit has become rather a matter of politics ; but we may 
be permitted to remark that if it becomes law a new era in 
English industrial legislation may be regarded as having com- 
menced. In the reigns of the Tudor monarchs more than one 
statute imposed a marimum wage upon labourers ; and the Statute 
of Labourers made unemployment on the part of a “ masterless ” 
man an offence punishable with branding and whipping. But the 
modern world has hitherto regarded the rate of wages which a 


Trade ; new boards are to be negotiated between masters and 
| men, with power reserved to the Board of Trade to itself create 
a board in any district where such negotiations have not resulted 
in an agreement after five weeks have elapsed from the passing 
of the Act. These boards are to fix the minimum wage rate, each 
in its district, the special lower rates for old, infirm, or 
unfavourably placed workers, and the conditions of efficiency to 
which a man must conform before he becomes entitled to sue for 
his minimum wage under the statute. Clauses 4 and 5 make 
arrangements relative to the jurisdiction of each Joint District 
Board, define the mines to which the Act applies, and exclude 
from its purview everyone except workers underground who are 
not employed in surveying, measuring, or superintendence. By 
clause 6 it is provided that the Act is to expire three years after 
the date on which it passes into law, unless Parliament other- 
wise orders. 


The Machinery of the Bill. 

THE ESSENTIAL machinery of the Bil is its declaration that the 
payment of a minimum wage, as assessed under its provisions, is 
an implied term of the contract of employment in a mine. Now 
the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, creates implied terms in contracts 
for the sale of chattels ; the Conveyancing Acts and the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act create implied terms in conveyances of land 
and contracts for its conveyance. But the present Act, unlike 
those analogues, prohibits contracting-out. In this respect it 
resembles the Truck Acts, which forbid a contract to pay wages 
otherwise than in coin of the realm, and the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1906, which gives to every workman as an implied term 
of his contract of employment a right to be indemnified in the 
statu'ory way against accidents suffered by him arising out of 
and in the course of his employment. But the latter statute 
provides special machinery for recovering compensation and 
excludes proceedings by an ordinary civil action. No such 
exclusion appears in the Minimum Wage Bill. Under its 
provisions, when a workman does not receive his proper 
minimum wage as fixed under the statute, his remedy is 
an ordjnary action for wages in the civil court which he pre- 
fers. He may sue in the High Court, the county court, 
or in a petty sessional court, under the summary civil juris- 
diction conferred on justices to decide disputes between master 
and servant by section 4 of the Employers and Workmen's Act, 
1875. This action will be based on the statutory implied term 
to pay the minimum wage ; it can be met by a plea based on the 
statutory condition that the right under the statute is forfeited 
unless the workman reaches the standard of efficiency fixed by 
| his Joint District Board. There is one point here on which the 

Act is silent. If a miner should, in fact, fall below the 
| standard of efficiency so as to forfeit his right to the minimum 
| wage, can he recover on a quantum meruit for the piece-work done 
iby him? We are inclined to say, yes. Again, if a miner, 
| whose efficiency has not been adjudicated upon, in fact accepted 





workman should receive as entirely a matter for bargain between | less than the statutory wage for a considerable period of time, 


himself and his employer ; except in Australia and New Zealand 
no attempt has been made by the Legislature to fix either a| 
maximum ora minimum, It is true that the various Hackney 

Coach, Stage Carriage, and Cab Acts fix the maximum charges | 
which cab-drivers can legally exact from members of the public ; 
but the parties are not prohibited from varying the Home Secre- 
tary’s tariff by a bargain to pay a lower sum. It is, therefore, a 
little ditficult to discover any precise legal analogue to the statutory 
contract proposed to be set up by the new Bill. The precise 
proposals of the Bill may be briedly summarized as follows :— 
Clause 1 makes the payment of a certain minimum wage 





is he estopped from asserting his right to the wage under clause 
1? Again, we incline to answer, yes, but only judicial inter- 
pretation can decide the point. 


The Statutory Meeting of a Private Company, 

Mr. Justice PARKER had to unravel, in Gardner v. Iredale 
(Times, March 16th), one of those knots of which our company 
legislation has tied not a few. The liquidator of the London and 
General Electric Theatres (Limited) sued certain defendants for 
specific performance of an agreement which was conditional upon 
the proper formation of a private company to be called the 
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Pe stan 
Torquay Electric Theatres (Limited). The agreement could 
be avoided by the defendants if it were found that the 
requirements of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, had 
been infringed by the Torquay Company, and that the infringe- 
ment had not been waived by the Registrar of Joint Stock 
Companies. It was pleaded by the Selondantn that there 
had been such a non-compliance with the statutory require- 
ments precedent to the carrying on of business by the 
new company as entitled them to avoid the contract. The 
non-compliance alleged was that the statutory meeting had not 
been duly called in accordance with the provisions of the Act. 
Various meetings had been held within the statutory limits pre- 
scribed for the general meeting, but the only meeting which had 
been properly called in accordance with the articles--a meeting 
held on the 14th of February, 1911—did not have before it any 
list of the members of the company. If such list must be placed 
before the statutory general meeting of a private company, then 
this meeting was insufficient to satisfy the statute. But must 
such a list be so placed before the statutory meeting ? Section 65 
of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, enumerates various 
matters which must be before the meeting, and these include 
a list of the members with their names, descriptions and addresses 
and the number’ of the shares held by each. But the same 
section requires the statutory report to be placed before the 
meeting! Now the statutory report has no application at all 
in the case of private companies, so that part of section 65 clearly 
does not apply to them. Does any part of the section apply ? 
Or is it incapable of being severed into parts which apply to 
private companies as well as public, and parts which do not £0 
apply? Mr. Justice PARKER held that it applied to private 
companies as well as public companies, except so far as the 
application was impo:sible—c.g., in the case of the statutory 
report. There was no reason why the list of members should 
not be placed before the meeting, and therefore that provision as 
to the list applied. Since no list had been before the meeting, 
it was not a sufficient statutory meeting to satisfy the require- 
ments of the Act, and therefore there had been a non-compliance 
with the statute. He therefore held that the defendants 
could avoid the agreement. 





The Law takes no Account of Trifles. 

THE FAMILIAR maxim De minim’s non curat lex was recently 
applied in the case of Shipton, Anderson & Co. v. Weil Braltrees, 
decided by Lusn, J., on the 22nd of February. ‘The plaintiffs, 
under a written contract, sold to the defendants a cargo of 
wheat, “ weight as per bill or bills of lading—say, 4,500 tons, 2 
per cent. more or less ; seller has the option of shipping a further 
8 per cent. more or less on contract quantity.” In performance 
of that contract, the plaintiffs tendered to the defendants a 
cargo of wheat which weighed 55 lbs. more than 4,950 tons, the 
maximum number of tons which the plaintiffs were entitled to 
deliver under the contract. The defendants rejected the tender 
solely upon the ground that the quantity of the cargo tendered 
was 55 lbs. in excess of the contract quantity. The price 
payable for the 55 lbs. would have been about 4s. 1d., the 
whole contract price being more than £40,000 for 4,950 tons, but 
the plaintiffs never claimed payment of the 4s. An action was 
brought for the damage sustained by the non-acceptance of the 
cargo. The defendants relied upon section 30, sub-section 2, of the 
Sale of Goods Act, 1893, “where the seller delivers to the buyer 
aquantity of goods larger than he contracted to sell, the buyer 
May accept the goods included in the contract, and reject the 
rest, or he may reject the whole” ; and the question, as stated by 
the learned judge, was whether the excess in faci tendered was 
$0 trifling as not to amount to a breach of the contract. In 
Levy v. Green (28 L. J. Q. B. 319), where goods were ordered by the 
defendant, and a parcel of goods was sent to him, including, 

ides the goods ordered, a large number of other goods, it was 
held that he was justified in refusing to take any of the articles ; 
but WILLEs, J., says, “It may be there are cases in which the 
addition of some foreign articles would make no difference,” and 





| 





trifling to amount to a breach of the contract. The learned 
judge gives as the reason why an excess in tender entitles a buyer 
to reject, that the seller seeks to impose a burden on the buyer 
which he is not entitled to impose. That reason cannot exist 
where there is nothing to suggest that the sellers would ever 
haye insisted or thought of insisting on the payment of the 
trifling sum which represented the excess over the contract 
price. This decision will, we believe, commend itself to the 
common sense of the mercantile community. 


Liability for Negligence in a Fog. 

Tue Court of Appeal has rudely dispelled the hope we based 
on the decision of the Divisional Court in Paterson v. London, 
Tilbury and Southend Railway Co. (Times, October 21st, 1911), to 
tho effect that some limit was at last about to be put by our 
courts on the recent extraordinary extensions of liability for 
negligence which came into fashion with Cooke v. Midland Railway 
Co. (1909, A. C. 229), The facts of Paterson’s case are simple but 
instructive. Mrs. PATERSON came down the steps and on to the 
platform of Upton Park station to travel by a train; there was a 
thick fog about, and the lady stepped over the edge of the plat- 
form, with the result that she suffered injuries. She sued the 
company for damage caused by the negligence of their servants 
and agents; the evidence of negligence was that the station was 
insufficiently lighted, and that the plaintiff was not properly 
warned of the danger she might incur through the fog. It 
was shewn for the plaintiff that several persons fell off the 
platform that evening, and for the defendant company 
that the station had twenty-seven lamps lighted, and that 
passengers wire warned to keep away from the edge of the 
platform. A jury found a verdict with damages for the 
plaintiff, for whom the judge entered judgment in accordance 
with this verdict. The Divisional Court reversed him, on the 
ground that there was no evidence of negligence ; but the Court 
of Appeal held that there was, and restored his judgment. Lord 
Justice VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, who delivered the leading judg- 
ment, seems to have been chiefly impressed by the fact that at a 
neighbouring station an official was posted at the foot of the 
stairs to warn passengers as they went on to the platforw, whereas 
this precaution was omitted at Upton Park. Personally we 
should have thought that to adults the existence of a self-evident 
fog was suflicient warning of the resulting danger. At the 
present rate of progress of the decisions we shall not be greatly 
surprised if some day a court were to uphold a jury who found 
that fog, like water, was a dangerous thing, which railway 
companies brought upon their premises for their own purposes, 
and which they must keep at their peril. 

Notice of Dismissal of Locum Tenens of Medical 
Practitioner. 

A cAsE recently decided in the Clerkenwell County Court 
raised a question as to the notice which the locum tenens of a 
medical practitioner is entitled to receive on the termination of 
his engagement. The plaintiff gave evidence, shewing that he 
had made a contract to act as locum tenens for the defendant from 
the 30th of November, 1911, to the 16th of January, 1912, at the 
rate of four guineas a week, with board and lodging. The plaintiff, 
on the 15th of December, was compelled by illness to leave the 
defendant’s house for a temporary rest, and on his recovery the 
defendant refused to allow him to continue his duties. The 
plaintiff claimed an amount representing his salary for four weeks 
and four days, and £7 4s. as the equivalent of board and lodging 
for the same period. In answer to this claim, the defendant 
called evidence of a custom in the profession by which forty-eight 
hours’ notice was sufficient for the termination of such an 
engagement. ‘The plaintiff, on the other hand, insisted that there 
was no general practice; that each medical man had his own 
rules, and that where the principal was disabled by illness, the 
locum tenens was engaged for an indefinite period. It would be a 
great hardship if the plaintiff were excluded from the privileges 
conferred by the law of master and servant. The judge, in 
giving judgment for the defendant, said that the plaintiff, having 


Brixs, J., excepts the case where the delivery of the additional | fallen ill, had to be replaced by another locum tenens, and his 
article imposes no risk or trouble on the purchaser. Lusu, J., | contention was that, although the defendant had to pay another 
tame to the conclusion that the excess in fact tendered was too | substitute, he must pay the plaintiff as well. No such contract, 
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in the absence of express provision, could be implied. The law 
of master and servant had no application. We wholly agree in the 
justice of this decision, but we are, at the same time, afraid that 
actions will continue to be brought, with no greater justification, 
where no express provision is made for the dissolution of a 
contract of hiring or service. In a large proportion of these 
contracts it can only be said that a reasonable notice of dismissal 
must be given, and the extent of this notice, in the absence of 
some fixed usage, must be decided by the nature of the employ- 
ment and the special circumstances of the case. 


The Birkbeck Bank Scheme, 

Mr. Justice NEVILLE sanctioned last Saturday a scheme of 
arrangement which had been arrived at by the requisite majorities 
of the A shareholders and the creditors of the Birkbeck Bank. 
The scheme, which was sanctioned without prejudice to the 
rights of the B shareholders, was devised to provide an imme- 
diate working settlement of the affairs of the company, while 
leaving it open to the liquidator, if legally advised that the 
company had a good claim against the B shareholders or the 
directors, to take or defend proceedings relating to their rights 
and liabilities. Put concisely, the scheme provided for the satis- 
faction of all creditors other than depositors, the division of the 
residue between the depositors and the A shareholders puri 
possu in proportion to their respective interests, and the setting 
aside of a sufficient sum to meet the contingsncy of the 
B shareholders successfully maintaining before the Court 
of Appeal the rights conceded them by Mr. Justice 
NEVILLE’S decision on the 6th of November last, which 
we explained fully at the time. It will be recollected that 
Mr. Justice Nevitte regarded all the banking operations 
of the Birkbeck Building Society as ulfru vires, and as therefore 
disentitling the depositors to recover their moneys against the 
shareholders, except so far as they could be traced into the 
securities acquired with these moneys by the society. It, there 
fore, postponed the depositor’s claims until the shareholders had 
been satisfied in full. It also treated as upon a level the rights 
of the A shareholders, who are mere building society members, 
and the B shareholders, who bad an interest in the control of 
the society. Owing to the dissatisfaction with that Order, and the 
certainty that litigation would follow it, the present scheme was 
devised by the liquidator. Under it the depositors and the A 
shareholders compromise their claims against one another, and 
unite to resist the claims of the B shareholders. The settle- 
ment is very interesting, inasmuch as it presents the curious 
feature of a judge sanctioning a scheme of arrangement which 
is based on the assumption that his own previous Order was 
indefensible, and was not likely to be upheld in the Court of 
Appeal. Since the B shareholders are strongly opposed to the 
scheme, under which a fund is set aside to meet as well as to 
resist their claims, further litigation is likely to fo!low. 


Civil or Criminal Remedies for Breach of Contract 
of Sale, 

A RECENT conviction under the Merchandise Marks Act, 
1887, shews clearly how the familiar civil remedies for breach 
of a contract of sale are supplemented by the rougher procedure 
of the criminal law. The defendant was summoned at the 
instance of the Board of Agriculture for selling to a trading 
company 100 quarters of oats to which a false trade description 
had been applied, contrary to the statute. The evidence went to 
shew that oats, when imported into this country from the River 
Plate, are known, when sold in their natural state, as “ Plate 
Oats.” They are, however, often submitted to some process 
during which water is added, and are then known as damped, 
watered, or prepared Plate Oats. The company ordered from 
the defendant 100 quarters of “Best Plate Oats at 20s. a 
quarter (40 Ib. to a bushel).” The description applied to those 
delivered was “40 lb, Plate Oats,” although they were, in fact, 
prepared Plate Oats, and what purported to be 100 quarters in 
reality consisted of 95 quarters only, the difference being due to 
the addition of water. The defence was the familiar argument 
that the goods delivered were equal or superior to those 
contracted for, and that the owners of horses actually preferred 


and the defendant was ordered to pay a penalty and costs, 
When it is remembered that similar cases have often gone to trial 
at Nisi Prius, and then been referred to an arbitration ag 
tedious as it was expensive, it cannot be doubted that the pro- 
ceeding in a court of summary jurisdiction is often more 
effective than the civil remedy. 


Judge Dying on the Bench. 

AN EVENING journal refers to the 13th of March as being 
the anniversary of the death of Mr. Justice TaLFourp, and 
observes that he was the only judge of the Superior Courts who 
was struck with death while sitting on the bench. The writer 
has apparently overlooked the case of Mr. Baron Watson, who 
was seized with apoplexy onthe bench on the 12th of March, 1860, 
and died immediately afterwards. We may add that Mr. Justice 
Hayes died under similar circumstances in the year 1869, 


Rights of Tenant for Life and 
Remaindermen in Respect of 


Bonus Payments. 


THE decision of Eve, J., in Le Palmer (ante, p. 363) on the 
rights of tenant for life and remaindermen in respect of bonus 
payments, calls attention to a matter which has been frequently 
before the courts. In the early days of companies, when the 
holder of shares settled them by his will, and after his death a 
distribution was made of accumulated profits, it was recognized 
that a distinction should, in strictness, be made between profits 
which had accumulated before and after the death. In Scotland 
an attempt was made to follow this distinction, but in England 
it was, for practical reasons, ignored (see Brander v. Brunter, 4 
Ves. 800). The cases frequently referred to bank stock, and it 
was not possible to investigate the bank accounts so as to make 
the necessary apportionment. Hence, in Irving v. I1ouston (4 
Pat. 521), in 1803 the House of Lords set aside the logically 
correct Scotch practice, and decided that a distribution of 
accumulated profits made in respect of bank stock was to be 
treated as capital, without regard to the question whether the 
accumulations had arisen during the life of the testator or after 
his death. “Though,” said Lord Expon, C., “I am aware there 
is a difficulty in the principle of the English decisions, it is 
impossible not to say that the decisions in both countries ought 
to be the same.” Accordingly the Scotch decision under appeal 
was reversed. Subsequently, in Paris v. Paris (10 Ves. 185), 
Lord ELDON admitted that he had much difficulty in stating the 
principle which led to the two decisions just referred to and 
added; “ But in the case from Scotland great inquiry was made 
as to the length t> which practice had carried the decisions here 
and at the Rolls ; and as it appeared that it had gone to a great 
length, the House of Lords did not think it proper to disturb 
that.” 

But the mere fact that it is not practicable to distinguish 
between profits accumulated before and after the death of the 
testator would not be a reason for treating the profits as capital. 
It is a reason for treating the profits as either all capital or all 
income, but under which category they should fall depends on 
further considerations, and in this respect the leading distinction 
is whether the company has or has not power to increase its 
nominal capital. If it has not power, and yet accumulates profits 
and treats them as part of its capital, it is considered as having 
made them capital de facto, though not de jure, and on a future 
distribution they retain this character; and in Bouch vy. Sproul 
(12 App. Cas. 385), Lord HErscHELt (at p. 397) confined the 
rule in Jrving v. Houston (supra) to a case of this kind. “It is, 
he said, “an authority governing only a case similar in its facts— 
that is to say, a case where the company has no power to increase 
its capital, but has accumulated profits and used them, in fact, 
for capital purposes, and afterwards distributes these profits 
araong the proprietors.” Although not strictly capital, they are 
treated as an accretion to capital. 











damped oats. This argument was not accepted by the court, 


On the other hand, where a company has power to increase its 
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capital, the result depends, not on the question whether the 
accumulated profits have been, in fact, used as capital, but 
whether the company has, in pursuance of its powers, 
decided to treat them as a permanent addition to capital instead 
of retaining them as available for distribution in the shape of 
income, On this point the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Bouch - 
v. Sproule (29 Ch. D. 653), has been recognized as laying down the 
correct rule :—‘* When a testator or settlor directs or permits the 
subject of his disposition to remain as shares or stock in a 
company which has the power either of distributing its profits as 
dividend or of converting them into capital, and the company 
validly exercises this power, such exercise of its power is binding 
on all persons interested under the testator or settlor in the 
shares, and consequently what is paid by the company as 
dividend goes to the tenant for life, and what is paid by the 
company to the shareholder as capital, or appropriated as an 
increase of the capital stock in the concern, enures to the benefit 
of all who are interested in the capital.” But in applying 
this test to the circumstances in Bouch v. Sproule the 
House of Lords differed from the Court of Appeal, and held that 
the real transaction was an increase of capital stock and not a 
distribution of income. 


But, ordinarily, where a company does not purport to act upon 
its power of increasing capital so as to convert accumulated 
profits into capital, and subsequently makes a distribution of 
such profits, whether in the form of cash or in the form of paid- 
up shares, the assets thus distributed retain their character of 
income, and will go to the tenant for life. This was so, for 
instance, in /’e Alsbury (45 Ch. D, 237), where a “special bonus ” 
of £25 a share was paid out of accumulated profits; in Liv 
Malam (1894, 3 Ch. 578), where part of a dividend was applied 
in paying up new shares ; ard in te Piercy (1907, 1 Ch. 289), 
where, although sums paid to shareholders purported to be 
paid in reduction of capital, yet the proper formalities for this 

urpose had not been complied with. ‘The true rule,” said 
NEVILLE, J., there, “to be inferred from the cases as between 
tenant for life and remainderman seems to me to be that 
the tenant for life is entitled to all payments out of profits 
made by the company, unless they have been validly 
capitalized by the company by resolution or otherwise.” But 
this rule is,'as Jrving v. Houston (supra) shews, restricted to the 
case where the company can properly increase its capital. 
Where it has not this power it is sufficient if the profits 
have been de facto capitalized. Thus Irving v. Houston remains 
as a disturbing, and perhaps anomalous, decision on a 
matter which, for ordinary companies, is now regulated by a 
rule intelligible and not difficult of application. In Le Palmer 
(supra) no question as to power to increase capital appears to 
have arisen. A company had power under its articles of 
association to distribute any excess of capital as profits. In 
fact it had sold the bulk of its assets at a profit, and this profit 
it distributed under its powers for that purpose. Apart from 
the principle underlying the above cases, it seems that in this 
case the assets distributed were clearly to be treated as income, 
— as the learned judge held, payable to the tenant 
or life. 








Referring to the statement, which we noticed last week, that a 
memorial to Francis Bacon was about to be erected in South-square, 
Gray’s Inn, and that it was understood that the memorial would be a 
statue, the 7'imes says that the memorial will take the form of a bronze 
statue, 6ft. high, which will be the work of Mr. F. W. Pomeroy, A.R.A. 
The statue will stand on a pedestral of Portland stone, of Renaissance 
character, about 5ft. 10in. high, placed on two shallow steps. Mr. 
Pomeroy’s statue, which was exhibited in the Royal Academy last 
year, represents Bacon in the robes of Chancellor holding in his left 
hand the case containing the Great Seal. The costume has been care- 
fully studied from the early portraits in the possession of the Benchers 
of Gray’s Inn and from the effigy in St. Michael’s Church, St. Albans. 
The etatue will stand at the west end of the garden in South-square, 
almost opposite the principal entrance to the Inn. The pose of the 
figure is such that the head will be turned towards the Hall of the 
Inn, wherein Bacon delivered his famous ‘‘ Statute of Uses.” The 
statue will be unveiled on June 27th, a particularly appropriate date. 
It was on June 27th, 1576, when a boy of fifteen, that Bacon was 
admitted to Gray’s Inn, and it was on the same day in 1582, six years 





after, that he was called to the Bar, on reaching the age of twenty-one. 


Keeping Incumbrances on Foot. 


IN oUR issue of November 25th last (an/e, p. 85) the decision of 
Mr. Justice PARKER in Manks v. Whiteley (1911, 2 Ch. 448) was 
discussed, under the heading “Is Registration under the York- 
shire Registry Acts Notice?” The plaintiff was a second mort- 
gagee, and the defendants were the purchaser anc a new mortgagee 
of freehold property in Yorkshire. An existing first mortgagee 
having been paid off and having executed a re-conveyance, and 
the property having been conveyed to the purchaser and by her 
mortgaged in fee afresh, the plaintiff claimed that his second 
mortgage thereby became a first mortgage and took priority of 
the new first mortgagee’s security ; one ground for this conten- 
tion was that the plaintiff’s second mortgage was duly registered 
under the Yorkshire Registries Acts. Mr. Justice PARKER held 
that, as against the plaintiff, the first mortgagee, although he 
had been paid off and had subsequently executed a formal 
re-conveyance, was to be considered as still on foot for the 
protection of the purchaser and her new mortgagee, and 
accordingly gave judgment for the defendants. It was held that 
the defendants, not having searched the register, had no notice 
of the plaintiff's second mortgage, and therefore the case of 
Toulmin v. Steere (3 Mer. 210) could be distinguished. By that 
case, which decides that a purchaser, who pays off one incum- 
brance without declaring any intention of keeping it on foot, 
cannot have priority over a second incumbrance of which he has 
even constructive notice, the learned judge held that he was 
bound. The present case, therefore, raises two points: How 
far cana purchaser subsequently claim to keep on foot an incum- 
brance which he has paid off ? and to what extent is registration 
under the Yorkshire Registries Acts notice ? 

The decision of Mr. Justice PARKER has now been reversed 
by the Court of Appeal, and judgment (after being reserved) 
was delivered on Monday last (March 18th). The Court of 
Appeal, however, were not unanimous, and a lengthy judgment 
was delivered by Lord Justice FLETCHER MOULTON dissentin 
from the views expressed by the Master of the Rolls and lan 
Justice Bucktey. The view taken by Lord Justice FLETCHER 
MouLtToN (agreeing with Mr. Justice PARKER), is that the 
substance, an not the form, of the transaction is to be regarded ; 
whilst the Master of the Rolls and Lord Justice BUCKLEY hold 
that the purchaser and the mortgagee, having deliberately chosen 
to carry out the transaction in a certain form, must take the 
consequences. 

Notwithstanding that Lord Justice BUCKLEY agreed with the 
Master of the Rolls that the appeal should succeed, the ratio 
decidendi of the two judgments is not quite the same. Before 
endeavouring to enunciate in a distinct proposition what appears 
to be the result of the decision of the case, it will be useful to 
summarize very shortly the chief points in the three judgments 
delivered in the Court of Appeal. 

The Master of the Rolls first laid down the general principles 
which have to be applied in determining when an incumbrance, 
which is in actual fact discharged, is to be considered as kept 
alive, and when it isto be treated as extinguished. Toulmin v. 
Steere (supra) was, of course, considered among other cases. So far 
as Zoulminy. Steere decides that a purchaser may subsequently, 
and without any indication of intention at the time of discharging 


| an incumbrance, treat the incumbrance as kept alive, the Master 


of the Rolls held that the case should no longer be followed, but 
that an intention to keep alive the incumbrance (if to be relied 
on) must be shewn at the time of discharging it. On the facts of 
the present case, the incumbrance discharged was certainly not 
expressly kept alive asthe transaction was carried out, nor could 
any intention to keep it alive be gathered from the conduct of 
the parties. There was never, in fact, any bargain on the part 
of the purchaser or her mortgagee for a transfer of the debt. 
The view of the Master of the Rolls was, therefore, that the dis- 
charged incumbrance was completely extinguished, and the 
laintiff’s security, therefore, took priority of the new mortgage. 
Vith respect to the registry, the Master of the Rolls held (if it 
were necessary to do so) that the purchaser (the defendant, Mrs. 
WuirELzY) had constructive notice of the registered deed, not- 
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withstanding that she made no search. 
observation. 


This is an important 


Lord Justice BucKLEY considered that the payment to the 
discharged mortgagee had really been made on behalf of 
the purchaser and not her mortgagee, but that even if 
it was made on behalf of the new mortgagee, no equitable 
transfer of the debt had taken place, but at most a sub-mortgage 
of it. He held that Zoulmin v. Steere could only now be over- 
ruled by the House of Lords, and must still be followed. There 
was then, in the present case, no intention shewn to keep alive any 
discharged incumbrance, but the old charge and debt had been 
extinguished, and a new charge and debt created. The benefit of 
this method of carrying out the transaction accrued to the plain- 
tiff, and his incumbrance became a first charge by the destruc- 
tion of the incumbrance previously in front of him. In this the 
Lord Justice held, there was “nothing unmeritorious.” He also 
held that the purchaser had constructive notice of the 
registered deed. 

Lord Justice FLETCHER MovLton rested his characteristically 
lengthy and vigorous dissent on the broad proposition that “a more 
unmeritorious claim ” than that made by the plaintiff could not be 
imagined. He regarded the form of the transaction—re-convey- 
ance, conveyance, mortgage—as merely a piece of uncalled-for 
ingenuity on the part of the defendants’ legal adviser, and held 
that, this form notwithstanding, the transaction must be looked 
at and construed as one. He regarded the new mortgagee as 
first mortgagee by virtue of payment of the sum paid to the 
discharged mortgagee, holding that the latter had not got—and 
could not therefore re-convey an unincumbered fee simple estate 
to his mortgagor. 
and his qguondam mortgagor could affect the rights of the new 
mortgagee, since ‘ the principles of equity deal with the substance 
of things.” The Lord Justice held that the purcbaser, not 
having searched the register, had no constructive notice of the 
registered incumbrance of the plaintiff. With 
Toulmin y. Steere, this was an “ unfortunate decision”; it had 
been “wrongly decided,” and served only to confuse the 
courts, 
was shared by the Master of the Rolls, as against the opinion 
of Lord Justice BuckLey, who thought it was still of binding 
authority. 


On the question of the effect of registration, as it affect’ 
pens who might search, but do not, it is unfortunate that 
ord Justice FLETCHER MOULTON should have said nothing on 
the important distinction between the present Yorkshire 
Registries Acts and the old Acts under which such cases as 
Morecock v. Dickins (to which he referred) were decided. It is 
submitted that the English courts will yet have to reconsider 
this question of constructive notice or guasi-notice being conveyed 
by deliberate omission to search, and interpret the present 
Yorkshire priority enactment as the corresponding Irish and 
Australian enactments have been interpreted. 


_ The facts in Munks v. Whiteley were so special, and the ques- 
tion arising under them so complex, that it is not very easy to 
say confidently what the exact decision amounts to. Perhaps 
the following represents what can be extracted from the case as 
having been actually decided:—A person who pays cff an 
incumbrance is not entitled to treat that incumbrance as still 
alive for the purpose of ousting subsequent incumbrances, merely 
because it turns out to be for his advantage to do so; some 
distinct indication of intention (apart from the question of 
such advantage) to keep the incumbrance alive must be shewn 
at the time of paying it off. It is also submitted (but with less 
confidence) that omission on a proposing purchaser’s part to 
search the register (in Yorkshire) has, in Manks v. Whiteley, been 


decided to impute notice constructively to the purchaser of what | 


would have been found on search. 








THE annual general meeting of the Selden Society will be‘held in 
the Council Room, Lincoln’s Inu Hall, on Wednesday, the 27th of 
March, 1912, at 4.30 p.m. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


SUN FIRE OFFICE v. CLARK (SURVEYOR OF TAXES). 
22nd Jan. ; 7th March. 
REVENUE—INcome Tax—Fime Insurance PremiumMs—UNExpPirep 
Risks—DEDUCTIONS. 

The appellants, a fire insurance company, had since 1888 carried /for- 
ward annually in their published accounts 40 per cent. of their yearly 
premium receipts in respect of the outstanding liability for unexpired 
risks. For the year ending the 5th of April, 1906, the sum thus carried 
forward amounted on a three-years’ average to £18,778, and this sum 
the company claimed to deduct in estimating their profits and gains. 
The Commissioners found that 40 per cent. of the premium income was 
a reasonable and proper amount to carry forward tn respect of unex- 
pired risks, and they were of opinion that the company were entitled 
to make the deduction claimed. 

Held, that as the true amount of profits and gains was to be ascer- 
tained as nearly as possible, the claim of the appellants in this case 
must be aphel. There was no rigid rule to be applied, and the 
method to be adopted in the particular circumstances of the particular 
insurance office must be that which worked most fairly for the Crown 
and the subject. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (27 7. L. R. 392) 
judgment of Bray, J. (26 7. L. 2. 341) restored. 

General Accident Fire and Life Assurance Corporation v. McGowan 
(1908, A. C. 207) considered and explained. 

Appeal by the Sun Fire Office from an order of the Court of Appeal 
reversing a judgment of Bray, J., which upheld the opinion of the 
Commissioners allowing the deduction claimed. The question was 
whether the appellant company, who since 1888 had carried forward 
annually in their published accounts 40 per cent. of their yearly pre- 
mium receipts in respect of annual outstanding liability for unexpired 
risks, were entitled to deduct this sum in ascertaining their profits and 
gains for the year ended the 5th of April, 1906. The company 
appealed against an assessment of £144,452 for the year ended April, 
The sum carried forward as unexpired risks amounted on the 
three-year's average to £18,778, and this was the amount they claimed 
to deduct from profite. 

Tue Hovse took time for consideration. 

Earl Loresurn, C., said that in this case Bray, J., decided in 
favour of the Sun Insurance Co. in a very convincing judgment. The 
Court of Appeal, while thoroughly agreeing with him, reversed that 
judgment solely on the ground that they felt themselves obliged to do 
so by the decision of the House of Lords in McGowan’s case. He was 
glad that this appeal had been brought, because no one was more eu! 
prised than himself at the view taken of that decision by the Court of 
Appeal. When a fire insurance company was to be assersed for income 
tax the main point to be ascertained would be what had been the gain 
or loss on the contracts of insurance which it had effected in each of 
the. three years which were taken to make the average. If it were 
practicable, the accurate way, he supposed, to ascertain that, would he 
to add together the premiums which the company became entitled to 
receive in each year (say 1903) on contracts made in that year, and 
then to add up the losses which the company became bound to pay on 
those contracts made in 1903. The difference between those two totals 
would shew precisely what was the gain of the company or their loss 
in respect of the contracts made in 1903. But this method was im- 
practicable, because contracts of fire insurance were made all through 
the year, many of them to cover risks for a year, or even six or sevon 
years, from the date of their making. The premium was paid in 
advance, so the result in the way of gain or loes could not bo aecer- 
tained as a fact until after the period had elapsed. Now, the tax 
collector could not be asked, under the Income Tax Actes, to wait until 
the end of that period. Thus it appeared that you could not base the 
assessment of income tax upon the actual facts of the bueiness done 
and the actual pecuniary results of it in the case of fire insurance com 
panies, who took single premiums to cover risks for a year or for severa 
years. Coneequently, it became neceesary to base the assessment wholly 
or in part by estimate. He did not think that McGowan’s case laid 
down any such rule of law as the Court of Appeal held that it had. 
It was no doubt a very useful rule, where it worked fairly alike to the 
Crown and the subject, merely to take for each year the eum total o! 
the premiums received and the sum total of the losses paid and eub- 
tract the one from the other without regard to the fact that the 
premiums covered risk running on into subsequent years, and the losses 
included losses arising out of previous years. That was the method 
which the Crown said should be applied here. He did not agree that 
this was a rule of law by the decision in McGowan’s case. A rule cf 
thumb might be very desirable, but it could not be substituted for the 
only rule of law that he knew of—namely, that the true gains were to 
be ascertained as nearly as could be done. He thought this appeal 
should ‘succeed. , 

Viscount Hatpane read a judgment, in which he said he thought 
Bray, J., had correctly interpreted McGowan’s case, and therefore his 
judgment in favour of the company should be restored. 

Lord Atverstone also read a concurring judgment. As to 
McGowan’s case, he was unable to agree with the decision of the Court 
of Appeal, that the House of Lords intended to lay down any binding 
rule that as a matter of law such deductions as were allowed there 
should be allowed. 
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Lord ATKINSON also read a judgment. As to McGowan’s case, he | tributed amongst the members in accordance with the amounts paid 


felt bound to say, in all respect, that he found greaf difficulty in seeing 
how, if that case were examined in a fair and reasonable, though 
critical, spirit, it could be supposed that in it any rule of law was laid 
down. It seemed to him obvious that in the caee of fire risks the 
entire premium could not in every case be divided in the same propor- 
tions as those into which the accounting periods divided the entire 
duration of the -policy, becavee the risk was not the same for each 
calendar month or each season. The appellant company here had 
shewn that the method they claimed to be aseeesed on was juster 
and more eatisfactory in its application and results than that insisted 
on by the Commissioners. It should, therefore, be approved of and 
applied in preference. Accordingly he was of opinion that the appeal 
should be allowed, with coste. The appeal was accordingly allowed. 
Counset, Danckwerts, K.C., and Bremner, for the appellant company ; 
Sir Rufus Isaacs, A.G., Sir John Simon, 8.G., and W. Finlay, for the 
Crown. Soricrrors, Dawes & Sons; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 
[Reported by Ensxrne Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HARGREAVE v. HAUGHHEAD COAL CO. (LIM.). 12th March. 


MAsTER AND SERVANT—MINER—ACCIDENT Resuttinc IN Loss or RIGHT 
Eye—Inciprent Cataract 1N Lerr Eyre not Dvr to AccipENT— 
WHETHER AWARD SHOULD BE SUSPENSORY IN VIEW OF SUPERVENING 
Incapacity—AWaRD TERMINATING COMPENSATION—WORKMEN’S Com- 
pENSATION Act, 1906, ScHEDuLE I., 1 (B), 5, 16, 17. 

An accident to a miner resulted in the'loss of his right eye. He 
recovered, and his employers applied to have ended the weekly pay- 
ments which during his total incapacity they had made him under the 
Act. It was proved that the man could, as a miner, earn the same 
wages as before the accident, but that he was suffering from an in- 
cipient cataract in his left eye, which, however, was not attributable 
to the accident, and it was said that in view of the chances of super- 
vening incapacity the arbiter, although the immediate effects of the 
accident were spent, ought not to make an award finally ending the 
employers’ liability. 

Held, that because the accident made the cataract more serious, that 
fact did not give a ground for keeping the arbitration alive on the 
chance of supervening incapacity. 

Decision of Second Division of Court of Session affirmed. 

Appeal by the workman against an order of the Second Division of 
the Court of Session affirming the award of the Sheriff-Substitute at 
Airdrie, upon a case stated at the instance of the appellant. From the 
case stated it appeared that on the 18th of February, 1910, the 
appellant: sustained injury to his right eye by an accident arising out 
of, and in the course of, his employment as a miner with the respon 
dents in their Broomhouse Colliery. .In consequence of the injury the 
eye had to be removed, and the appellant received compensation from 
the respondents in respect of total incapacity from the date of the 
accident till the 15th of September, 1910, at the rate of 13s. 9d. per 
week. On the 12th of November, 1910, the appellant’s incapacity had 
ceased, and he was fit to resume his former work as a miner. The 
appellant had, on the 12th of November, 1910, and had now, incipient 
cataract in his left eye, and incapacity for his work would result 
gradually from the cataract. The Sheriff-Substitute also found that the 
cataract in the left eye was not due to the accident. The arbiter ended 
the compensation payable to the appellant in respect of the accident. 
His view was upheld by the Second Division of the Court of Session. 
The workman appealed, and on his behalf it was contended that the 
arbitration should have been kept open by making an order for 1 
nominal payment of compensation, or by some other device, which was 
competent in circumstances where the immediate effects of the accident 
were spent, but where there was a prospect that incapacity might again 
develop at a later date. Without hearing counsel for the employers, 

Lord MAcCNAGHTEN said he thought the injury plainly resulted from 
the loss of the man’s right eye. At the time cf the accident there 
appeared to have been no sign of incipient cataract. It was impossible 
to say that the arbitration ought to have been kept open. If a man 
gifted by nature with two organs of vision lost one, then to say that 
the arbitration ought always to be kept open on the chance of his losing 
the other was, he thought, absurd. For these reasons he thought the 
appeal ought to be dismissed, and he moved their lordships accordingly. 

Lord ATKINSON gave judgment to the same effect. 

Earl Loresurn, C., and Lord Rosson concurred. CouNSEL, 
Constable, K.C., and Alex. Moncrieff, for appellant; Zhe Dean o/ 
Faculty (Scott Dickson, K.C.) and H. W. Beveridge, for respondents. 
SOLICITORS, Deacon & o., for Hay, Cassels & Frame; Hamilton and 
Simpson & Marwick, W.S., Edinburgh; Beridge, Grieg, & Co., for 
W. 7. Craig, Glasgow, and W. J. Burness, W.S., Edinburgh. 

[Reported by Ensxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
WILL v. UNITED LANKAT PLANTATIONS CO. (LIM.). 
Joyce, J. 14th, 15th, and 16th March. 

CoMPANY—PREFERENCE SHARES—DivIDENDS—RIGHTS OF PREFERENCE 

AND ORDINARY SHAREHOLDERS—Errect oF PRIORITY—ARTICLES OF 

ASsOCIATION—ALTERATION OF ARTICLES. 

The articles of association of a company provided that, subject to 
any priorities that might be given upon the issue of any new shares, 
the profits of the company available for distribution should be dis- 





+ 





on their shares. Preference shares were issued by the company entitled 
to a cumulative preferential dividend of 10 per cent., to rank in 
priority, both as regards capital and dividend, to the ordinary shares. 
Special resolutions were passed by the company, purporting to alter the 
articles of association, in particular providing that, subject to any 
priorities for the time subsisting, the profits of the company should be 
applied first in payment of a cumulative dividend at the rate of 10 
per cent. on the original preference shares, and subject thereto should 
be distributed as dividend among the holders of ordinary shares im 
accordance with the amounts paid on their shares. 

Held, that by virtue of the articles of association the preference 
shareholders were entitled, after the payment of a dividend of 10 per 
cent. on the preference shares, and on the ordinary shares, ‘to rank 
pari passu with the ordinary sharcholders, as against any profits of the 
company available for further distribution; and the proposed alteration 
of the articles, tn so far as it affected the rights of the preference share- 
holders, was invalid. 


The defendant company was incorporated in 1889, with a nominal 
capital of £400,000 in 400,000 £1 shares. By a special resolution, 
passed on the 15th of July, 1891, the nominal capital of the company 
was increased to £450,000 by the creation of 50,000 preference shares, 
the holders whereof were to be entitled to a cumulative preferential 
dividend at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum on the amount for the 
time being paid up on such shares, such preference shares to rank, 
both as regards capital and dividend, in priority to the other shares, 
Two hundred and forty thousand ordinary shares, and 20,000 pre- 
ference shares had been issued by the company. Article 115 of the 
articles of association of the company provided, ‘subject to any 
priorities that may be given upon the issue of any new shares, the 
profits of the company available for distribution shall be distributed 
among the members in accordance with the amounts paid on the shares 
held by them respectively.’”’ On the 14th of June, 1909, a circular was 
sent to the shareholders of the company stating that meetings were to 
be held for the purpose of considering and approving new articles of 
association, such new articles being variations of and additions to the 
original articles, and being merely such as were necessitated by the 
alterations which had been made in company law since the incor- 
poration of the company, and not materially affecting the rights of the 
shareholders as they existed under the original articles. Articles 4 
and 111, it was stated, would not in any way alter the rights of the 
preference shareholders, but merely set out more clearly the rights 
attaching to the shares. On the 23rd of June and the 8th of July, 
1909, special resolutions were passed and confirmed at meetings of the 
company, approving the new articles of association. Article 111 
(replacing 115 of the original articles) provided, “subject to any 
priorities that may be given upon the issue of any new shares, or may 
for the time being be subsisting, the profits of the company available 
for distribution shall be applied first in payment of a cumulative 
dividend at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum on the original pre 
ference shares of the company, and subject thereto, shall be distributed 
a dividend among the holders of the ordinary shares, in 
accordance with the amounts for the time being paid on the ordinary 
shares held by them respectively. The preference shareholders 
had never at any time received more than 10 per cent. 
dividend, though much lapger dividends were from time to 
time paid on the ordinary _ shares. In 1910 the directors 
proposed to distribute 40,000 ordinary shares, by way of 
interim dividend, as fully paid amongst the ordinary shareholders of 
the company, exclusive of the preference shareholders. The plaintiff, 
suing on behalf of himself and all other preference shareholders of the 
company, sought a declaration that the alterations of the articles of 
association, in so far as they altered the rights and interests attaching 
to the preference shares of the company, were invalid, and that the 
preference shares of the company were entitled to rank pari passu for 
dividend with the ordinary shares, as against any profits of the 
company available for distribution as dividend after providing for a 
cumulative preferential dividend of 10 per cent. on the preference 
shares, and a dividend of 10 per cent. on the ordinary shares. 

Joyce J., in the course of his judgment, said : The principal ques- 
I understand this case rightly, is as to the distribution of the 


a3 


tion, if I 
surplus or remainder of the profits of the company in any year after 
the payment of the preferential dividend of 10 per cent. to the pre 
ference shareholders. There are three possible views: (1) That 10 
per cent. is to be paid to the preference shareholders, and after that, 
whatever is left is to be divided amongst all the shareholders (pre- 
ference and ordinary) in proportion to the amount paid up on their 
shares; (2) that after the payment of 10 per cent. preferential 
dividend, 10 per cent. is then to be paid on the ordinary shares, and 
the rest divided amongst all the shareholders (preference and ordinary) 
in proportion to the amount paid up; (3) that 10 per cent. is to be 
paid to the. preference shareholders, and all the rest to be divided 
amongst the ordinary shareholders—this last construction is that con- 
tended for by counsel for the defendants in this case. The terms on 
which the preference shares were created appear in the resolution 
of the 13th of July, 1891. If the question had to be decided on that 
document alone, I think there would be an ambiguity, and there would 
be force in the defendants’ argument. But the defendants ignore the 
other material documents, and in particular Article 115 of the orginal 
articles of association, which is that the available profits shall be 
distributed among the members of the company—i.e., all members, both 
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preference and ordinary shareholders. If the words of this article 
had been “‘ subject to the payment of the preferential dividends, the 
available profits shall be divided amongst the members of the com 
pany,’’ and so on, that would have been ground for construction (1). 
But the words are, ‘subject to any priorities that may be given.’ 
In my opinion the right of ‘‘ priority ’’ here referred to is the right to 
be paid 10 per cent. at least in respect of the current and past years, 
and subject to that right, the available profits of the company are to 
be divided amongst both classes of shareholders, proportionately to the 
amounts paid on their shares. It is contended by the defendants that 
by the light of what has, in fact, taken place—i.e., distribution on 
another footing, I am to interpret the articles and resolution differently. 
This 1 cannot do, neither can I say, in a representative action, that 
the shareholders are bound by an interpretation other than that which 
I hold to be the proper interpretation. Accordingly, in my view, 
the new articles of association cannot stand, because they pur 
port to be an alteration of the rights of the preference shareholders, 
and the plaintiff is entitled to the declaration asked, which, I under 
stand, applies only to future dividends, and not to distributions already 
made.—CounseL, /?. Younger, K.C., and 7. J. C. Tomlin, for the 
plaintiff ; Gore-Browne, K.C., and H. #. Wright, for the defendant 
company. Soricrrors, Coward, Hawksley, Sons, & Chance; Ashurst, 
Morris, & Crisp. 
[Reported by R. C. Carrineton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Jie PYKE. BIRNSIINGL v. BIRNSTINGL. Warrington, J. 
27th Feb. 
Witt—Caritat on InCcome—Lease—Breacu or Covenants to Reparr— 
Damaces—‘‘ Rents, Divipenps, Interest, AND OrHer PRopUCE 

Tuereor.”’ 

A testator left his property to trustees, and directed that for the 
purposes of enjoyment and transmission the estate should be regarded 
us money from the time of his death. He also provided that the 

rents, dividends, interest, and other produce’’ accruing between the 
time of his death and the conversion of the property should be deemed 
the annual income thereof. At the time of the death of the testator 
certain real estate was subject to a lease, and the trustees obtained 
samages from the lessees for breach of covenants to repair. 

Held that the money so recovered was not annual income, but part 
of the corpus of the estate. 

A testator by his will devised and bequeathed to his trustees his 
real and personal estate to eell and convert, and to hold the proceeds 
upon trust after making certain payments, and to divide it into 
certain shares. ‘The testator empowered his trustees to postpone the 
conversion of his estate, and directed that his real and personal estate 
should be considered as money from the time of his decease for the 
purposes of enjoyment and transmission, and that the “ rents, 
dividends, interest, and other produce thereof ’’ which should accrue 
due after his deceaee should be deemed the annual income thereof. 
The testator at the time of his death was possessed of a certain theatre, 
of which he had granted a lease. The leesee did not perform certain 
covenants to repair which the lease contained. The trustees brought 
an action against the leseee and recovered a certain sum of money, 
and the question to be decided was whether this sum was to be 
regarded as income or as part of the capital of the truet funds. 

WARRINGTON, J., said the tenant for life contended that as such 
he was entitled to the casual profits; that the damages recovered 
by the trustees were casual profits, and that therefore he was entitled 
to them. What he had to make out was not merely that the money was 
euch casual profits as would go to a tenant for life in the ordinar\ 
sense, but that it came within the deecription ‘‘rente, dividends, 
interests, and other produce thereof.’’ In his opinion the money did 
not come within that description. Then it was said that it was decided 
by the Court of Appeal in ?e Lacon (1911, 2 Ch. 17) that a tenant for 
life under the Settled Land Act, 1882, who had recovered damage 
for a breach of a covenant to repair, contained in a lease granted by 
the previous tenant for life, was entitled to retain them. Ail that the 
court there decided was that there was no equity to compel a tenant 
for life to hand over to the trustees money which he had recovered 
as damages. The trustees there relied on section 53 of the Act. and 
contended that in bringing the action he was acting as trustee. The 
answer to that contention was that in eo doing he was not exercising 
any of the powere under the Act, but was exercieing a right vested in 
him as the person entitled to the property, and therefore there was no 
equity, either under the settlement or the Act, which would require him 
to hold the money so yecovered for someone else. In the present case 
it was for the tenant for life to make out a right to the money in the 
hands of the truetees, and in his opinion on the construction of the 
will he had failed to do eo. The money must therefore be held by 
the trustees as part of the corpus of the estate.—CounseL, Manning; 
Farrer, Cozens-Hardy, and Hildyard; Tomlin. Soxtcrrors, Hasties ‘ 
Coz & Lafone; W. M. Pyke. =~ 

[Reported by J. B. ©. Treeanrmen, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


LLOYDS BANE (LIM.) AND LILLINGION’S CONTRACT. 
Warrington J. 29th Feb. 
AND PurCHAsrR—Open Contract LeAsenotp Hovse”’ 
EASE OF Part or Property Comprisep tx Two Heap LEASES 
UTTLE—CONVEYANCING AND Law_or Proprerty Act, 1881 (44 
& 45 Vict., oc. , &. 3, suB-secTion (3), s ‘ 


inf an open contract ) purchase a ‘lense 


hold house.”” The leasehold agreed to be sold appeared from the under 
lease with which the title commenced to be part only of property com- 
prised in two head leases. 

Held that the title made by the vendors was not a good one. 

In this case a purchacer entered into an open contract to purchase 
a certain ‘“‘leasehold house and premises.’’ The abstract of title 
shewed that the property agreed to be sold was held upon an under 
lease, and formed part of larger pieces of land comprised in two head 
leases. The purchaser objected to the title on the ground that the 
lessee would be liable to distress for rent for the whole of the premises 
comprised in the head lease, and also to eviction under the conditions 
of re-entry, for breaches of covenant committed in respect of property 
not comprised in the under leage. 

WarRincTon, J., said, assuming that an agreement to eell a “ lease 
hold’’ was a contract to sell an ‘‘ under lease,’’ still the under lease 
which it was proposed to sell was part only of the property comprised 
in the head leases. The first objection taken by the vendors was that 
the purchaser was debarred by eection 3, sub-section (3) of the Con 
veyancing Act, 1881, from raising the objection she had raised. In his 
opinion that was not so. The objection was one which appeared in 
the description of the property agreed to be sold. The under 
lease with which the title commenced skewed in its operative part 
that the property sold was part only of the property comprised 
in the head leases. ‘The purchaser was not, therefore, precluded 
from making the requisition. In his lordship’s opinion the 
requisition was a good one, because the title of the purchaser would be 
liable to be defeated by persons over whom she had no control. It was 
idle to say that in such a case the purchacer would be entitled uncer 
section 14 of the Act, 1881, to relief against forfeiture. The decision of 
Cresswell v. Davidson (1887, 56 L.T. 811) was exactly in point, where 
it was laid down that section 14 had not altered the law as laid down 
in Darlington v. Hamilton (1854, Kay, 550). Therefore the title made 
out by the vendors was not a good one.—CounseL, Galbraith; Richards. 
Soxictrors, Oppenheimer, Blandford, & Co., for Andrews, Son, & 
Huxtable, Weymouth; Wainwright & Co., for Tizard, George, & 
Abbott, Weymouth. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Trecanrnen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BARTON. HOLLAND v, KERSLEY AND OTHERS. Neville, J. 
15th Feb. 
ADMINISTRATION—INFANT PLaintirrF—Costs or Next FRienp—Dest 
Due to Testatror sy Next FRIEND—SET-OFF. 

The costs of a next friend of an infant in an administration action 
are treated as the costs of the infant, and accordingly they cannot be 
set off against a debt which the next friend owes to the estate. 

The infant plaintiff was the residuary legatee under the will of the 
testatrix in the action, and sued by Alfred Holland, her father and 
next friend, for the administration of the estate. The defendant 
Kersley was the sole executor of the will. In May, 1909, the usual 
administration judgment was made, and the master, by his certificate, 
dated the 23rd of March, 1910, found that part of the outstanding 
pereonal estate of the testatrix was a sum of £240, alleged to be due 
to the testatrix from Alfred Holland, which was the subject of an 
action (pending in the King’s Bench Division) between the executor 
Kersley, as plaintiff, and Alfred Holland, as defendant. In June, 1910, 





Kersley recovered judgment in the King’s Bench action against Alfred 
Holland for £240 and costs. The administration action now came on 
for further consideration, and the proposed minutes of the order 
provided foy taxation and payment out of the estate of costs of the 
next friend of the infant plaintiff, and of the defendant. A new 
trustee of the will had been appointed to act in conjunction with 
Kersley, and had been added as a co-defendant. No part of the 
judgment debt of £240 and costs had been paid. Counsel for the 
defendants submitted that the applicant was not entitled to be paid h*s 
costs as next friend out of the estate until he had paid the judgment 
debt due by him to the estate, or that, at any rate, there should be a 
set-off. Counsel for the infant plaintiff and next friend argued that 
the costs of the next friend were the costs of the infant plaintiff, which 
she was entitled to have paid out of the estate. And referred to 
Collins v. Brook (1860, 5 H. and N. 700). 

Nevius, J., held that the costs of the next friend of the infant 
plaintiff were not the costs of the next friend, but were really the costs 
of the infant plaintiff herself, and could not be set off against the debt 
which the next friend owed to the estate.—Counsen, Peterson, 
K.C., and 8S. BR. Karle; Jenkins, K.C., and Morle. Soricrrors, Gibson 
& Weldon, for F. Gowen, Croydon; Hogan & Hughes. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re ¥. J. SHAW (Deceased). WILLIAMS v. PLEDGER. Neville, J. 
22nd Feb. 
Wut—Imetiep Girr—Ciass, WHEN ASCERTAINED—CHILD WHO PRE- 
DECEASED TENANT FOR Lire. 

A gift upon trust for the daughter of the testatriz for life, and after 
her death “‘upon trust for her child, if only one, or her children in 
equal shares if more than one, and the issue of any deceased child or 
children, such issue being born in the lifetime” of the daughter, does 
| not confer any interest on a daughter who died before the death of the 

tenant for life, a spinster. 
A testator gave a life interest in a certain property to his surviving 
| daughter, Eliza Shaw, and after her decease the property was to be 
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held ‘‘ upon trust for her child, if only one, or her children in equal 
shares if more than one, and the issue of any deceased child or children, 
such issue being born in the lifetime of Eliza Shaw.’’ Eliza Shaw died 


on the 19th of March, 1910, having had three children : Eliza, who 


died on the 22nd of August, 1902, a spinster, and two sons, who sur- 
vived their mother. The question was whether the three children 
shared in this gift or only the two sons, who survived their mother. 
Counsel for the applicant contended that there was a clear gift to all 


the children in equal shares, and the suksequent addition of the words | 


“and the issue of any deceased child or children ’’ was not sufficient to 
shew that the daughter was not intended to take her share, even though 
she predeceased her mother. Counsel for the two brothers argued 
that the period of the ascertainment of the class to take in this case 
was the death of the tenant for Iffe, and accordingly that the deceased 
daughter’s estate did not take a share. He referred to Re White's 
Trusts (1860, Johnson, p. 656) and Re Phene’s Trusts (1868, 
5 Eq. 346). 

Nevitte, J., said: In this case I hold that the testator did not 
intend the child of his daughter who predeceased her mother to take a 
share.--CouNsEL, Peterson, K.C., and Pattesson; J. K. Crossfield; 
H. H. King. Sortcrrors, Godfrey & Godfrey; Crossficld, Cushing, 
& Wheldon. , 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re OWEN. SLATER v. OWEN, Neville, J. 8th Feb. 


Witt—Constrvuction—Trost ror Conversion—Power To Postronr— 
ACCUMULATION — TENANT FOR Lire AND REMAINDERMAN — UN- 
AUTHORIZED INVESTMENTS—EqQuity Rute as TO CALCULATION oF 
AMOUNT ON WHICH 4 PER CENT. INTEREST IS ALLOWED FOR TENANT FOR 
Lire—UNAvTHORIZED INVESTMENTS PRODUCING NO INTEREST—RE- 
MAINDERMAN—LEASEHOLD Let at A Loss. 

The equity principle of allowing interest at 4 per cent. on the estimated 
capital value of unauthorized’ investments as ai the date of the death of 
the testator, which are retained only for the purpose of beneficially realiz- 
ing the estate, only applies to income as far as. it is applicable therefor, 
but where there was a loss of £50 per annum on a leasehold property 
which had belonged to the testator, but which was now a damnogsa 
hereditas, and was salved by the trustees by being let as well as was 
possible, such a loss was held to be a debt of the testator, and charge- 


able against capital as an outgoing of the estate and not against the | 


income of the tenant for life. 
This was a summons to determine whether during the life of the 


defendant the plaintiff was entitled to receive three-fifths of the interest | 
calculated at the rate of 4 per cent. per annum on the estimated capital | 


value as at the death of the testator of all the unauthorized investments 
held by the testator at his death, notwithstanding that all or any of 
such investments may have been sold or otherwise disposed of by the 
executors, and at the same time to receive three-fifths of the interest 
or dividend produced by the authorized investments from time to time 
purchased by the executors. By an order made in this action on the 
8th of March, 1911, the court declared that, according to the true con- 
struction of the will of the above-mentioned testator, the defendant, 
Olivia Owen, was entitled to three-fifths of the interest, calculated at 
4 per cent. per annum, on the estimated capital value as at the date 
of the death of the testator, of all the securities held by him which 
were not authorized trust investments, the surplus income to be invested 
and treated as added to capital, and the income of these investments 
to be treated as income of the testator’s estate, to three-fifths of which 


the defendant, Olivia Owen, was entitled for life, and that the executors | 


of the testator’s will might postpone the conversion of such unauthorized 
securities for so long as might be necessary for the beneficial realization 
of the testator’s estate. The testator’s personal estate not specifically 


bequeathed at the time of his death ay oo ye securities held by him | 


of the estimated capital value, as at the date of his death, of £76,691. 
All such securities were stocks, funds, shares or mortgages. The 
estimated capital value, as at the death of the testator, of such of the 
same eecurities as were not authorized trust investments under the will 
was £70,851, and the estimated capital values, as at the death 
of the testator, of such of the same securities as were autho- 
rized trust investments under the will, was £5,840. From 
time to time during the first year following the death of 
the testator the executors realized certain of the unauthorized 
investments for a sum amounting, together with the cash at the 
bankers, to £28,000, out of which they expended £27,000, of which 
£17,500 was spent in the purchase of authorized investments. In the 
result the estimated capital value, as at the death of the testator, of 
the securities held by the testator, and remaining unrealized at the 
end of such year, was in the whole £53,000, or thereabouts, of which 
the estimated capital value, as at the death of the testator, (a) of un- 
authorized investments forming part of the same was £46,000, and (b) 
of authorized investments forming part of the same was £7,000. Of 
the unauthorized investments at the end of such year so remaining 
unrealized securities, the estimated capital value of which, as at the 
death of the testator, amounted in the whole to £1,910, were non- 
dividend paying shares and securities, the estimated capital value of 
which, as at the death of the testator, amounted in the whole to 
£3,786, paid rather less than 4 per cent. per annum on such estimated 
capital value, all the residue of the unauthorized investments at the 
end of such year remaining unrealized paid 4 per cent. per annum or 
upwards on their estimated capital value as at the death of the testator. 
The gross income, less tax, which the executors had received during 
such year from all the securities authorized and unauthorized held by 


the testator at his death, amounting in the whole to £3,505, a large 

portion of which had accrued due at his death, They did not during 

such year receive any income from the authorized investments so 

purchased by them. The testator at his death held a flat in London 

for the residue of a term of 34 years, less three days, from the 11th 
| : December, 1909, at a rent of £300 a year. On the testator’s death 
| the executors were unable to surrender or assign the flat, and. they 
+ accordingly sublet it for the remainder of such term at a rent of £250 
per annum. Under these circumstances the trustees of the testator 
took out the above summons for the determination of several questions. 
They asked (1) whether in calculating the interest at 4 per cent. on 
the capital value of the unauthorized investments, each security was 
to be dealt with separately, or whether such interest was to be caleu- 
lated on the aggregate capital value of such securities (see Theobald 
on Wills, 7th ed., p. 560); and (2) whether the loss of £50 per annum 
on, the leasehold flat was to be charged against the capital of the estate 
or against the income of the tenant for life. 

Nevitte, J., having stated the facts, continued : Now I think it is 
pretty clear that at the time the declaration (referring to the former 
order) was made the attention of the court had not been called to the ques- 
tions which are now raised, resulting from the fact that some of the un- 
authorized investments did not produce as much as 4 per cent., while 
some, I understand, produced no interest at all, and: that the aggregate 
income of the estate might be insufficient to provide an allowance of 
4 per cent. of the estimated value of the unauthorized securities. It 
appears to me that the order deals with the aggregate value of ali the 
unauthorized, securities, and allows 4 per cent. upon that. I also think 
that that order was right under the circumstances of the case, and 
that that is the order I should have made now if the matter had been 
before me. Now this case depends on the conversional rule, which has 
been adopted by the Courts of Chancery in cases where the testator 
has disposed of his property to trustees upon trust for sale, but given 
the trustees a discretion to postpone the conversion of all or any part 
of the estate, and has given his property to successive takers to a tenant 
for life, with remainders over, and has not provided that until sale, 
the tenant for life shall have the benefit of the actual income produced 
by the unauthorized securities which, under the discretion to postpone, 
the trustees may have retained. The court in euch a case has adopted 
a rule of taking the value of the unauthorized securities at the death 
of the testator, and allowing to the tenant for life 4 per cent. interest 
upon the estimated amount, and directing that in regard to the surplus 
income arising out of the unauthorized investments there should be 
accumulation and capitalization of that income. First of all, I think 
it is clear from the cases, and certainly clear in my own opinion, that 
the whole basis of the rule adopted by the courts is that it was not 
intended thereby to alter the relative positions of the tenant for life 
and the remainderman, and that the discretion given to the trustees 
is a discretion to be exercised for the benefit of the estate, and not 
by any means necessarily with a nice consideration of how the tenant 
for life will be affected by the retention of the securities, or how the 
| remainderman will be affected by the retention of the eecurities, but 

whether the estate iteelf—the property entrusted to their charge— 

is likely to realize better if converted at once, or is likely to realize 
better if some or all of it is retained until a future time. The rule, 
as I say, is conventional, and the question then arises as to how it is 
to be applied in the case where some of the unauthorized investments 
retained by the trustees produce an income in excess of the 4 per cent. 
allowed by the court, and other unauthorized investments produce 
| either no income at all or am income less than 4 per cent. In my 
opinion the value of the unauthorized investments, as I said before, 
ought to be aggregated, and interest allowed on the whole of that 
aggregate value at the rate mentioned. Then comes the question what 
is to happen in case the income actually produced by the estate does 
not produce sufficient to provide the 4 per cent. With regard to that 
I think the case is free from difficulty. .What I have to do here is 
not so much to decide whether the rights of the tenant for life must 
invariably be limited to the total amount of the income actually pro- 
duced by the estate, but what was the meaning of the order which is 
before me now. But I cannot construe it as an order intended to deal 
with more than the income of the estate, because I eee the direction 
is that the surplus income is to be invested and tieated as added. to 
capital, and I think that it was not present to anyone’s mind that the 
income might be insufficient to pay 4 per cent., and the order obtained 
was an order which dealt with the income and not with the capital. 
I think, therefore, that the matter must be adjusted, and that if the 
tenant for life has received more than the aggregate income of the 
estate during the first year, that must be made right in subsequent 
payments. I understand that it is anticipated, at all events, that the 
income will be sufficient to recoup the estate in regard to other pay- 
ments made to the tenant for life in the early stages of the administra- 
tion. I think that deals with the first point raised. _ Then comes 
another point. The testator at his death was, I think, in occupation, 
or, at all events, tenant of a certain house or tenement at a rent of 
£300 a year, which was a rack rent. That rack-rented leasehold or 
tenancy undoubtedly passed as part of his estate to the trustees upon 
trust to be dealt with in accordance with the directions he had given. 
Now it was a damnosa hereditas; it was not worth anything, and it 
could not be sold, but the trustees have succeeded in letting it for £250, 
the rent paid by the testator amounting to £300, and consequently 
there has been a loss of £50 for the residue of the tenancy vested in 
the testator at his death. The question is whether there is a charge on 
the capital, or is it to be met out of the income—that is to say, if 
the income of the estate is to be calculated after deducting the loss of 
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income on this particular property, or whether it is to be treated as a 
debt of the testator which must be discharged out of capital, the 
beneficiaries taking the advantage (and I think it follows that they 
would be able to do so if that argument is right) of any letting that 
is made by the trustees? Now it seems to me that the case which has 
been cited to me of Allen v. Embleton (1858. 4 Drewrv. p. 226) deals 
exactly with that point, and decides that in such a case the income 
must be calculated after deducting the loss on the conversion of the 
items of property which form the residue of the estate. In the case 
In question the testator wae the lessee of the property, the lease of 
which he assigned during his lifetime to another, so that at the date 
of his death he was under the burden of the covenants which he had 
entered into upon taking the lease, but the property was not in his 
possession, nor had he any title to it. He had assigned his lease away 
to someone else, but he seems to have retained his liabilities under the 
original covenants with the lessor. Under circumstances which I do 
not think are material, the lease ultimately became revested in the 
executors, owing to the bankruptcy of the assignee. On page 229 the 
Vice-Chancellor deals with the case, and holds that, having regard to 
the circumstances, the obligations under the lease were debts of the 
testator, which had to be discharged out of the capital. He says this : 
‘Now if the leasehold is questioned, and remained the property of the 
testator if it had not been assigned to M, then this leasehold would 
have formed part of the testator’s residuary personal estate, and the 
tenant for life would have been tenant for life of this and the other 
leaseholds, and then the tenant for life would have had no right to 
say, ‘I will take leasehold A because it is beneficial, and I will 
repudiate leasehold B because it is not beneficial,’ and if [ were decid- 
ing anything trenching on that principle I should be wrong.’’ That 
seems to me to deal directly with the point that inasmuch as this was 
property owned by the testator at the date of his death, notwith- 
tanding that the burden of it was greater than the benefit, it was 
mit of that which passed to residuary legatees, and the residuary 
ees must either repudiate the whole or take the whole subject to 
any burden which may attach to it. I think, therefore, that in con- 
sidering what the income of the estate was the £50 must be allowed 
on the other side in respect of outgoings on that property. If the 
income at any sufficient to produce the 4 per cent., it is 
to be adjusted, but if the future income during the life of the tenant 
for life is sufficient to make up the deficiency, of course the whole 
4 per cent. for the past years will be allowed.—Counset, 7’. LZ. Wilkin 
m: Pat n; Ward Coldridge. Sorrcrrors, Stock & Slater; A. H. 
Bake 
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Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 


Division. 
BROOKE vv. BROOKE (THE KING’S PROCTOR SHEWING CAUSE). 


Evans, P. 27th Feb. ; 11th March. 
Divorce—Decrer Nist—InTERVeENTION By Kina’s Procrorn—MAtTRI- 
MONIAL Causes Act (23 & 24 Vicer., c. 144, s. 7), 1860—MATRIMONIAL 
Causes Act (29 & 30 Vicr., c. 32, s. 3), 1866—Discretion or Court 
MarrimontaL Causes Acr (20 & 21 Vict., c. 85, s. 31), 1857— 


MarertaL Facts Derinep 


lt ia difhcult and imuprac ticahble for the court to lay down any definite 
rule as to the exercise of its discretion under section 31 of ihe Matri 
monial Causes Act, 1857, but it is important that all the ‘* material 
facts,”’ which the court ought to know be fore it can determine how the 
discretion should be exercised, should be laid before it at the first. 


Summons adjourned into court. This had been taken out by the 
King’s Proctor to shew cause why paragraphs 3, 4 and 6 of the peti 
tioner’s answer to the King’s Proctor’s plea should not be struck out, 
or, alternatively, that the petitioner should deliver to the King’s 
Proctor full particulars of the allegations contained therein. The facte 
appear in the judgment 

March 11.—Evans, P., said: After the decree nisi in this case the 
King’s Proctor intervened. He intervened under the provisions of 
the earlier part of section 7 of the Matrimonial Causes Act. 1860. 
alleging that material facts had not been brought before the court. 
He therefore came in to intervene as any one of the public might 
have done. There is a provision at the end of the section where only 
the King’s Proctor can intervene on the ground of collusion. No 
collusion is alleged in this case, and this judgment does not in any 
way deal with an intervention on the grounds of collusion. [Having 
referred to the allegations set out in the King’s Proctor’s plea and 
the er of the petitioner, the learned President 





in ane continued :] 
rhe King’s Proctor issued a summons before me asking for an order 
that these three paragraphs (3, 4 and 6) should be struck out. At hie 


counsel’s request [ adjourned the summors into court for argument. 
First, it was argued that the paragraphs in question should be struck 
out, as they consisted of new material which was not put before the 
court at the hearing of the petition, and that the King’s Proctor had 
no obligation or opportunity to ascertain the facts with regard to this 
new material; and, secondly, it was stated by counsel for the King’s 
Proctor that a practice had arisen, and was being frequently resorted 
to, for petitioners to come before the’ court, and to withhold material 


facts; and then, upon the hearing of the case on the King’s Proctor’s 


intervention, either to deny the charges made by him or to admit | 


_ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


| variety of delicate and difficult circumstances. 





+. March 23, 1912. 





them (as in the present case), and place before the court new facts, 
which had been previously withheld, in order to try to induce the 
court to exercise its discretion in their favour under section 31 of the 
Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857. It is said that this practice causes 
an unjustifiable expenditure of public money, and, further, that ae 
the King’s Proctor has not, or has not been given, opportunities of 
investigating the truth of the new material, it may be that the court 
has exercised its discretion in favour of petitioners, which it would 
have exercised differently if the King’s Proctor had been able to make 
further inquiries. In these circumstances the King’s Proctor desires, 
if possible, that a settled rule of practice should be laid down, which 
would be a guide to him in similar cases in the future. Upon the first 
point the only ground upon which the court was asked to strike out 
the three paragraphs referred to was that, whenever material facts 
have not been brought before the court upon the ag of the petition, 
the court must rescind the decree nist. I have looked into all the 
cases cited and into others besides. Most of them have been dealt with 
by Sir Gorell Barnes, when he was President of this court, in his judg- 
ment in Hunter v. Hunter (53 W. R. 666; 1905, P. 217). It is, there- 
fore, unnecessary for me to deal with them in this judgment. 
The case of Roche v. Roche (1905, P. 142), which was relied on for 
the King’s Proctor, was discuesed by Sir Gorell Barnes in the judgment 
just referred to. That case appeared to decide that whenever material 
facts had been withheld the decree nisi must be rescinded, even though 
the court would have pronounced a decree in favour of the petitioner 
if the facts had been originally disclosed. Sir Gorell Barnes declined 
te follow that decision. Subsequently, probably by reason of the judg- 
ment in Hunter v. Hunter (supra), Bargrave Deane, J., who decided 
Roche v. Roche (supra), acted notably in variance with it in Pretty v. 
Pretty (1911, P. 83). No authorities are cited in the report of the latter 
case, but Roche v. Roche (supra) and Pretty v. Preity (supra), cannot 
possibly stand together, and Roche v. Roche cannot now be regarded as 
any authority. The result of the authorities appears to me to be 
that upon an intervention of the King’s Proctor, even where material 
facts have been withheld or deliberately suppressed at the original 
hearing, the court must consider all the facts then established by either 
the King’s Proctor or the petitioner before deciding whether it will 
rescind the decree nisi, or exercise a discretion under section 31 of the 
1857 Act, or adopt some intermediate course which will necessitate a 
further inquiry in order to ascertain the true facts. I, therefore, can- 
not accede to the application of the King’s Proctor to strike out para- 
graphs 3, 4 and 6 of the petitioner’s answer to his plea. Upon the 
second part of the King’s Proctor’s application it is difficult and 
impracticable, if not impossible, to lay down a definite rule of practice 
applicable to all cases. Each case must be dealt with upon its own 
facts. This is especially so where a discretion is given to the court— 
a discretion which has to be exercised in an almost inexhaustible 
I would respectfully 
deprecate any attempt to fetter this discretion by any strict or inelastic 
rules laid down in this court, or in any appellate court, other than such 
as may be essential in principle by reason of the provisions of the Act 

of Parliament which confer the discretion upon the tribunal to whicl 

it is entrusted. It must not be thought that I deem the withholding 
or suppression of material facts from the court on the hearing of a 
petition as unimportant. On the contrary, I think it is of grave 
importance that they should be laid before the court from the first, 
especially when the court is going to be asked to apply itself to the 
question of discretion under section 31 of the 1857 Act. Where they 
are not, the court ought not to, and will not, pass over lightly the 
omission to disclose them, whether the omission be intentional c* 
deliberate or (as is sometimes said) fraudulent; or whether it be du? 
to some more innocent reason (as is alleged in the present case). And 
it must not be assumed that it is only where the omission is fraudulent 
or deliberate that the court may rescind the decree nisi. Petitioners 
who do not place before the court all material facts which ought to 
be known to the court have no right to complain if the result entails 
more delay and further expense, even though they may achieve their 
object ultimately. So important do I consider it to be that I desire 
to call attention to a couple of paragraphs in the judgment in Hunter 
v. Hunter (supra), which appear to restrict—I think, unduly—the 
ambit of the ‘‘ material facts.’ which ought to be brought before the 
court. One is to be found in 1905, P., at page 228, and is as follows: 
‘Facts which are kept back are only material if, when disclosed, the 
court would say that, knowing these facts, the court would not allow 
the decree.’’ The other is on page 229, and reads thus: ‘‘ Facts, though 
improperly suppressed, which, if known, would not have prevented a 
decree being made, and make no difference to the ultimate decision, 
become, strictly speaking, immaterial, though, of course, it is obvious 
that concealment of facts would make it extremely difficult for a person 
concealing them to convince a court afterwards that if they had 
been known they would not have affected his right to a decree.’’ These 
passages might produce the impression that only such facts re 
‘material ’’ (within the meaning of section 7 of the 1860 Act) as 
would, if disclosed, actually induce the court to refuse the decree. 
With genuine respect for the learned President, from whose judgment 
those passages have been taken, I think the meaning which he 
appeared to attach to the words ‘‘ material facts”’ is too limited. 
In my view all facts are ‘‘ material’? which the court ought to know, 
tv consider and to weigh, in determining how its discretion should be 
exercised, whether after the facts are ascertained, considered and 
weighed, the court may pronounce a decree in favour of the petitioner, 
or dismiss the petition for the decree. And in this connection it 
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“ 


murt be remembered that the court has to deal with cases “as justi-:e 
may require,” not merely in accordance with what may be desirable or 
right for the parties immediately concerned (namely, the husband and 
the wife), or for persons whose interest is more remote (e.g., issue, or 
rsons who may be affected by orders as to settlements of property), 
Ont also in accordance with what is right in the interests of public 
decency and of the State. In this particular case the facts withheld 
were clearly ‘‘ material facts.”” The circumstances in which they 
were withheld and the pleas raised by the petitioner in her answer to 
invoke the discretion of the court will be duly considered when the 
case upon the King’s Proctor’s intervention comes to be heard. And 
the court will do its best, either by rescinding the decree nisi, or by 
suspending its operation, or by ordering a further inquiry, or by 
directing that notice of the fresh allegations should be served on the 
respondent, or by some other proper means, to enable the King’s 
Proctor, or others, to make further investigation, and to lay before the 
court all it should know in order to guide it to use its discretion 
justly. The learned President then ordered the petitioner to deliver 
particulars of paragraphs 3 and 4, and ‘“‘ such particulars as she was 
able’ of paragraph 6 of her answer. Costs of the summons to be 
costs in the cause.—CounsgeL, Barnard, K.C., and W. O. Willis, for 
King’s Proctor; J. H. Murphy for petitioner. Soticrrors, 7'he King’s 
Proctor; Surridge & Mullis, for A. 2. Floyd, Bishop’s Stortford. 
[Reported by Diesy Corzs-Preepr, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


The Selden Society. 
(FOUNDED 1887.) 


To EncouraGE THE Stupy AND ADVANCE THE 
History or EnciisH Law. 


The following is the annual report of the Council for the year 1911 :— 

1. Notwithstanding losses by death and resignation, the number of 
members shews an increase, and in 1911 was 361. 

2. The publication for the year 1910—being ‘‘Select Cases in the 
Star Chamber, Vol. ii.,’”’ edited by Mr. I. 8. Leadam—was issued 
shortly after the last annual meeting. The Council regret that there 
has been delay in the appearance of Volume 26 for 1911, but hope 
that it may shortly be in the hands of members. It is the sixth 
volume of the Year Book Series containing reports of 4 Edward II., 
and is edited by Mr. G. J. Turner. 

3. The Council hope to issue two publications for the current year. 


KNOWLEDGE OF THE 


* One of these will be the second volume- of the ‘‘ Year Books of the 


Eyre of Kent,’’ edited by Mr. William C. Bolland; this is nearly 
ryady, and should be in the hands of members early in the year. 
‘fhe other is a volume on “ Select Charters of Trading Companies,” 
elited by Mr. Cecil T. Carr. : 

4, The MS. materials collected by Professor Charles Gross, for the 
second volume of ‘‘ Select Cases in the Law Merchant,’’ have at last 
been found, and Professor Morgan has now undertaken to complete 
this work for the society. Provisional arrangements (subject to con- 
tingencies) have been made for the following further publications, 
viz. :—Another volume of the ‘‘ Year Books of the Eyre of Kent,”’ 
by Mr. Bolland ; other volumes of the ‘“‘ Year Books of Edward II.’’; 
a‘volume of ‘‘ Select Cases before the King’s Council,” by Mr. I. 8. 
Leadam ; a volume of ‘‘ Select Ecclesiastical Pleas,’’ by Mr. Harold D. 
Hazeltine ; and an edition of the ‘‘ Liber Pauperum,”’ of Vacarius, by 
Mr. F. de Zulueta. 

5. The period of office of Sir Robert Finlay as a vice-president has 
expired. The Council have nominated in his place Sir Charles Chad- 
wyck Healey, K.C.B., K.C., who has kindly consented to serve. 

6. Under the rules the following members of the Council retire by 
rotation—namely, the Right Hon. Arthur Cohen, K.C., who does not 
wish to serve again; Mr. W. Paley Baildon, F.S.A.; Sir H. Maxwell 
Lyte, K.C.B.; the Right Hon. Lord Justice Fletcher Moulton; and 
Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C. No nomination has been received under 
Rule 7 (a). The Council have nominated the four last named, together 
with Mr. James George Wood, of Lincoln’s Inn. 

7. The Council are glad to announce that the Right Hon. Sir Robert 
Romer, G.C.B., a former president, has consented to rejoin the Council, 
filling the casual vacancy which will be caused by the election of S'r 
Charles Chadwyck Healey to the vice-presidency. 





The Herefordshire Incorporated Law Society. 


The annual general meeting was held at the Law Institution, on 
Monday, 26th February, 1912, when there were present—Mr. D. Allen 
(president), Mr. R. Masefield (vice-president), Messrs. F. 8. Collins, 
F. T. Carver, F.-R. James, J. Lambe, M. J. G. Scobie, A. D. Steel, 
A. J. Corner, E. A. Capel, T. A. Matthews, W. T. Carless, R. J. 
Coles, P. W. L. Earle, E. L. Wallis, J. 8. Stooke-Vaughan, W. P 
Levick, E. P. Lloyd, S. Watkins, G. Okell, H. V. Vaughan, H. K. 
Armstrong, and J. R. Symonds (Hon. Sec.). 

_The Minutes of the last general meeting were read, confirmed, and 


signed, 
The Report of the Committee for the past year, with Statement of 
Accounts, was received and adopted. 


THE BRITISH LAW 


FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 
5, LOTHBURY, LONDON, =.C. 


- (with Branches throughout the United _KingJom), 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL £1,050,000 
PAID-UP CAPITAL £150,000 
RESERVES £269,000 


General Manager —DAVID M. LINLEY. Seeretary—T, WILLIAMS. 
FIRE, LOSS of PROFITS due to FIRE, 

WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, 

PERSONAL ACCIDENT and SICKNESS, 

BURGLARY, FIDELITY GUARANTEE, PROPERTY OWNERS’ 

INDEMNITY, and GLASS BREAKAGE. 

Gentlemen in a position to introduce Business are invited to undertake 

Agencies within the United Kingdom. No Foreign Business undertaken. 





It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. F. R. James, seconded by Mr. 
A. J. Corner, ‘‘ That Mr. R. Masefield be elected President of the 
Society for 1912.” 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. Scobie, seconded by Mr. 
Wallis, ‘‘ That a cordial vote of thanks be accorded Mr. D, Allen, for 
his services as President for the past year.”’ 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. F. S. Collins, seconded by Mr. 
D. Allen, ‘That Mr. A. D. Steel (of Hereford) be elected Vice- 
President for the ensuing year.” 

The following Committee was elected :—Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, 
W. T. Carless, F. 8. Collins, A. J. Corner, W. J. Humfrys, M. J. G. 
Scobie, F. R. James, E. P. Lloyd, B. Philpin, and D. Allen. 

Mr. J, R. Symonds was re-elected Honorary Secretary and Treasurer. 

The following was elected a member of the Society :—Mr. M. F. 
Thomas (Brecon). 

It was resolved that the Committee be requested to consider in 
what form Mr. Humfrys’ Presidency of the Law Society can best be 
recognised and recorded. 


The following are extracts from the Report of the Committee. 

Members.—The number of members at the commencement of this 
year was 66 as compared with 65 in the previous year. 

The First President.—Mr. David Allen, the retiring President, as 
presented the Society with an excellent picture of the late Mr. J. F. 
Symonds (the first President of the Society), which the Committee 
have accepted with a hearty vote of thanks to Mr. Allen. 

Increment Duty.—Attention is drawn to the remarks in the Report of 
the Committee for last year as to the undesirability of special conditions 
throwing upon purchasers any expense or duty in reference to stamping 
for Increment Duty. 

The Law Socieiy.—The Committee record with the greatest 
satisfaction and pride the election of Mr. W. J. Humfrys as President 
of the Law Society. In his address at the Annual Provincial Meeting, 
held at Nottingham, his treatmenf of the subject of Land Transfer on 
somewhat original lines, which he was careful to explain were his own 
views and not in any way those of the Council, has caused considerable 
stir both within and without the profession. 

The Conveyancing Act of 1911.—The Council of the Law Society 
may be congratulated on securing the enactment of this measure which 
they have been promoting for a long time, and the Profession is much 
indebted to Mr. J. W. Hills, the Member for Durham and also a 
member of the Council of the Law Society, for the trouble he has 
taken to secure the passage of the Bill through the House of Commons. 
The value of some of the reforms effected will be fully appreciated by 
those whose practice has brought them into acquaintance with some 
of the more intricate questions that have arisen in connection with 
settled and mortgaged properties, more especially leased land, but the 
value of the clause which enables the proving Executors to dispose of 
the real estate of their Testator without the concurrence of the 
Executors to whom power to prove has been reserved, will be generally 
recognised, and there are other valuable provisions in the measure 
which deserve careful study. 

Land T'ransfer.—Land transfer is a matter in which the Profession 
is keenly interested and it is an open secret that the Report of the 
Commission was not at all approved by the authorities at the Land 
Registry. The Lord Chancellor has announced, his intention to 
introduce a Bill to deal with the subject in the present Session, and we 
vather from the statements made at the last General Meeting of the 

w Society that the Council of that Society has been in communication 
with the Lord Chancellor on the subject. Your Committee adhere 
to the opinion expressed in last year’s report and somewhat elaborated 
by the President of the Law Society in his paper read at Nottingham 
that it will be found that some form of registration will ultimately be 
forced on the country and that it would be in the interest of the 
Profession not less than the whole community that a system of regis- 
tration of the entire interest (somewhat on the lines of a register of 
stocks and shares) should be accepted, all dealings with equitable 
interests whether in the nature of mortgages, settlements or any similar 
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transactions, being kept off the register, and easements and restrictions 
as to the user of the property and the like being also evidenced. by 
deed and the interests of the persons entitled to these estates or 
interests as well as (in the case of easements and the like) the rights of 
the owner of the dominant tenements being protected by cautions and 
distringases. 





The Incorporated Society of Provincial Notaries 
Public of England and Wales. 


The annual meeting of the Incorporated So iety of Provincial 
Notaries Public of England and Wales was held in London on the 26th 
of February. Mr. J. W. McCraith (Nottingham) was re-elected presi- 
dent for the ensuing year, and Messrs. J. E. Pink (Portsmouth) and 
J. H. Jones (Gloucester) were elected vice-presidents. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Soctery.—March 19.—Chairman, Mr. A. J. 
Vere-Base.—The subject for debate was : ‘‘ That the case of Re Ofner, 
Samuel v. Ofner (1909, 1 Ch. 60) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. A. C. 
Dowding opened in the affirmative, Mr. E. J. Kafka seconded in the 
affirmative; Mr. R. W. Handley opened in the negative, Mr. H. E. 
Girling seconded in the negative. The following members continued 
the debate : Messrs. W. M. Pleadwell, W. 8S. Mecke, N. E. Mather, 
A. Horner, F. Burgis. The motion was lost by seven votes. 








Companies. 


Legal and General Life Assurance Society. 


At the annual general meeting of the society, held on the 19th 
inst., the report for 1911, being the seventy-fifth year since the estab- 
lishment of the society, was submitted, it was stated that 4,178 policies 
for £3,011,122 had been issued in the year, of which £632,178 had been 
re-assured. The gross net premiums were £157,290, or, less re-assur 
ances, £136,833 net. The total net premium income amounted to 
£847,277, being an increase of £54,983. The total net life claims 
amounted to £364,559, caused by 168 deaths and thirty policies 
matured, an amount considerably less than the expectation, and included 
the sum of £56,441 paid as bonus additions. Tho claims on the general 
fund, being sinking fund policies matured, amounted to £5,425. The 
total funds had increased during the year by the sum of £733,087, and 
amounted to £8,232,882. Omitting the investments in reversions, the 
funds yielded an average rate of £4 5s. 4d. per cent. interest. It was 
stated that the assets included £4,079,561 invested on mortgage of 
real and personal property, which had been recently investigated by 
the directors, and the result of such investigation was satisfactory. 
Existing assurances, including bonus, have increased to £29,193,996. 
The new sums assured, excluding general fund policies, during the five 
years have been £15,247,799, against £11,573,409 during 1902-1906. The 
total net liability, after making various special reserves and adjust- 
ments, was £7,068,654. The Life Assurance Fund was valued at 
£7,846,133, and the surplus was £801,283, including £23,804 paid 
during the five years as interim bonuses. The assets have all been re- 
valued, and fluctuating securities have been taken at the book price 
or at the market quotation on the 31st of December, whichever was 
the lower. The aggregate market value of the Stock Exchange 
securities exceeded the book value by the sum of £42,831. The policy- 
holders’ share of the divisible profit, after deducting the interim 
bonuses already paid, was £656,460, which allows, for the fourth suc- 
cessive quinguennial division, of the declaration of a reversionary 
bonus at the rate of 38s. per cent. per annum on the sums assured and 
all previous bonuses. The addition per £1,000 aesured five years and 
upwards in force ranges from £95 to £233. Che Proprietors Fund, 
after the addition of their share in the profits, £72,940, and of the 
sum of £2,103 transferred from the General Fund, amounted to 
£245,384, and permite of a dividend of 24s. per share for 1912 and the 


following four years. 





Equity and Law Life Assurance Society. 

1 meeting of the society was held last Monday at 
e, No. 18, Lincoln’s Inn Fields. The report, which 
favourable record for the year, stated that the new 
businees amounted to £946,030 under 476 policies, of which £821,780 


The annual genera 
the society’s hous 
disclosed a very 


has been retained by the society. The groes new premiums amounte l 
to £37,955. The amount of the total assurances in force at the end 
of the year was £12,588,848. The amount re eived from interest, 
dividends and rent was £157,090. Excluding reversions, outstanding 
premiums and interest, and cash at bank, the funds were invested at 
the end of the year to produce £4 5s. 4d. per cent. ‘The claims by 
death under 144 policies amounted to £352,767. The mortality 
has been exceptionally favourable. The claims by maturity 
under 154 policies amounted to £157,852, and £1,195 became payable as 
claims on the general fund under four policies, The total funds 


amounted at the end of the year to £4,874,492. The expenses of 
management, including commission, amounted to only £10 19s. 5d. 
per cent. of the premium income. 





Licenses Insurance Corporation and Guarantee 
Fund (Limited). 

The twenty-econd ordinary general meeting of the company was 
held on the 15th inst. at the Institute of Chartered Accountants, E.C., 
Mr. A. W. Ruggles-Brise (chairman of the company) presiding. 

Mr. J. O'Donoghue (general manager and secretary) having read the 
notice and the report of the auditors, 

The Chairman said : Our income shews, and, in fact, all our figures 

| shew, a considerable increase. Our total surplus this year amounts to 
£50,000, but when we have made the distribution to the members of 
the Mutual Brewers’ class, added £13,000 to our reserves, adjusted our 
Stock Exchange depreciations, and paid our usual dividend of 8 per 
cent., we have not too much over for the expenses we are incurring in 
the coming year. On this account we are carrying over all the balance, 
amounting to £13,000, or £6,300 more than last year. Our reserves 
now amount to upwards of £200,0W, and the security we offer to our 
policyholders to upwards of £325,000, plus reinsurances. We have had 
our full share of losses in the past year, but not beyond the limits of 
our estimates. What I am inclined to dwell on this year is the ex- 
tension of the scope of our Lusiness. That must be a subject of great 
interest to our shareholders. We now propose taking a step that will 
put a different aspect on the eituation. That step is this: we are 
extending our business to all classes of insurance—fire, workmen's 
compensation, fidelity guarantee—and in every direction compatible 
with trade requirements. In taking this step we are mindful of the 
fact that we shall not obtain business simply through our claim to 
being a trade institution. We must offer superior advantages, such as 
we have already given through the mutual brewers’ claes of our 
licenses department, where our return to the policyholders amounts to 
one-third of the total premium. We are therefore establishing what 
we call our ‘‘licenses insurance pool,’’ and I am not sure that 
** pooling insurance’? may not one of these days become a well-known 
phrase. It means in our case absolute security with no liability 
to the members, who are to enjoy all the profits, which will be dis- 
tributed annually amongst them. But, though we give all the profits 
back and keep all the risk, our scheme is not so devoid of advantage 
to ourselves as may appear. The defect of mutual insurance is that 
claims may conceivably exceed the income, in which case members are 
made liable for calls. We remove this objection by taking that 
liability, and in eo doing we find our opportunity, for we claim from the 
pool, Ly way of premium, 5 per cent. of the income—a large enough 
charge for our purposes, and a small enough sum to have no appreciable 
influence upon the profits of the pool. I say it is a large enougl 
charge for our purposes, and I will explain why. Our paid-up capita 
is small, and every 1 per cent. of dividend requires only £700 0? 
profit. Thus, as we are to receive 5 per cent. on the income of the 
pool, every £14,000 of such income is sufficient to provide a 1 per 
cent. dividend, and as we ought very shortly to have an income of at 
least £50,000, the £2,500 profit thereon is not such a negligible quan- 
tity as it appears. Let us look once more at our actual position in 


| respect of income and profits, and the future probabilities. It is not 


difficult to make up a little minimum revenue account :—Interest on 
our invested funds, £9,000; 5 per cent. premium on our mutual 
brewers’ class, £2,500, making a total of £11,500 (not problematical, 
but secured and fixed net profit). Add another moderate estimate on 
our new pool of £1,500, and you have £13,000 against a dividend 
requirement at 8 per cent.-of £5,000. But we also have a very large 
miscellaneous business where we are under no obligation to share 
profits, which will be greatly increased with the new opportunities 
involved in our extension. In order that this new enterprise of ours 
may not run any risk of crippling the company, we are practically 
doubling the amount which we carried forward last year, making it 
£13,830 inetead of £7,479, thus leaving us ample to defray our first 
year’s extra expenditure. The Chairman concluded by moving the 
adoption of the report and accounts and the declaration of the 
dividend recommended. ; 
Lord Ernest Hamilton seconded the motion, which was carried 
unanimously. a 
Mr. A. W. Ruggles-Brise and Mr. F. W. Butterworth, the retiring 
directors, were re-elected, as were also the auditors, Messrs. Turquand, 


, Youngs and Co. 


The proceedings then terminated. 








On taking his seat for the hearing of the Seddon trial on the 13th 
inst., Mr. Justice Bucknill, according to the 7imes, said that within 
the last two minutes he had had put into his hands two anonymous 
letters. He never paid any attention to anonymous letters. If any 
thing tended to make him angry—and he tried to keep his temper in 
Court—it was that anyone should consider that he would be such a 
fool as to pay attention to letters euch as those. The learned Judge 
handed the letters to the Attorney-General, who, having glanced at 
them, was about to return them to the Judge, but his lordship replied 
that he did not want them, and they had better be given to the officer 

|} of the Court to be destroyed. 
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Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Sir KennetH Aveustvus Muir Mackenziz, G.C.B., K.C., M.A., 
has been appointed High Bailiff of Westminster and Bailiff of the 
Sanctuary, in the room of Sir Thomas Raleigh, K.C.S.I., who has 
resigned on the ground of ill-health. 

Mr. R. A. Leen appointed Secretary of the 
Record Office, Mr. Scargill Bird. 


Rosperts has Publi 
in succession to 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolutions. 


SamueLt Bittinc and Epwarp VINCENT THOMPSON, Billin 
Thompson, & Co.), No. 20, Essex-street, Strand. Th 
Samuel Billing will in future practise under the style of Billing & Co., 
in conjunction with his eon Mr. Hersert 8. Bitrine, LL.B. (London). 

GrorceE Henry Hinpiey and Freperic Hampton COLLIN 
son, solicitors (Hindley & Collinson), March 6. 

Ernest Witt1AM Swirt, THomas GARNER, . — and THomas 
GaRnER, the younger, solicitors (Swift & Garner), St. Helens. March 14. 


THoMAS VAUGHAN and Danie, GIBSON eed pe cae (Vaughan 


& Harris), Crickhowell, Brynmawr, and Ebbw Vale. March 11. 
[Gazette, March 15. 


coli itors 


I eb. 3. eaid 


GEORGE 
Liverpool. 


Information Required. 


ELIZABETH OTTER, Deceased.—Will any 
tody or knowledge of any Will of the above aed. late of ‘* Chandos 
Lodge,” Hay wards Heath, Suecex, who died on the 27th of Seas. 
1912, kindly communicate immediately with Laurence J. Wyatt, soli 
citor, Haywards Heath. 

DANIEL RICHARDS VICTOR WILLIAMS, Deceased.—The 
above-named deceased, formerly of Narberth, Pembrokeshire, and of 
Sheffield, Yorkshire, went to the Philippines in September, 1899, and 
died on the 16th of August, 1911, at Virac, in the Philippines. He 
was in England between October 1906 and August 1907 (when he re- 
turned to the P hilippines), during which period he visited Narberth and 
Sheffield aforesaid. Any person having any information as to whethe 
the deceased made a Will and who has possession of it, or a draft 
thereof, or any information relating to the deceased’s property, is 
fequesteq to communicate with Messrs. Roberts and Mathias, of 
Narberth, solicitors for the relatives of the deceased. 

R. E. SMYTER, Deceased (late Mesers. B. W. 
Co., 55 and 56, Threadneedle-stieet, and The 
Heath, Surrey).—Any solicitor having his po 
draft of a Will made by the above kindly 
Messrs. Nordon and Drury, solicitors, Keys 
street, E.C. 


person having the cus 


Blydenstein and 
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General. 


The Charity Commissioners for England and Wales, 
report, just issued, state that the new endowments settled under 
permanent trusts for investment in 1911 amounted in value to 
£1,095,590. ‘This figure, the Commissioners add, does not include the 
value of any land given for charity, or (except in a few cases) personal 
property settled or given for charity by the living. So 
Commissioners have been able to note, the aggregate amount given by 
will without trusts for investment was £1,427,995. Of this sum 
medical charities received £472,684, pensions £31,310, almshouses 
£4,200, general benefit of the poor £12,370, ecclesiastical charities in 
connection with the Church of England £135,559, ecclesiastical charities 
other than for the Church of England £104,796, public purposes £1,000, 
and miscellaneous £360,356. The stocks and investments held on th: 
51st of December, 1911, by the Official Trustees of Charitable Funds 
amounted to £30,704,965, in 30,673 separate accounts, irrespective 
6,000 marks, 76,300 rupees, 3,000 dolla urs, and £12,142 annuities. 


A Bill which Mr. Murray Macdonald was to introduce on 
to amend the law relating to the vacation of seats by members of Parlia 
ment accepting offices of profit under the Crown one, the 
Parliamentary correspondent of the Z'imes, to which it is possible that 
the Government may give facilities, as they are in sympathy with the 
proposal, It has a very strong backing, the names on the Bill being 
those of Sir F. Banbury, Lord Robert Cecil, Mr. Cave, Sir Charles 
Nicholson, Mr. Russell Rea, Mr. J. W. Wilson, and Mr. Eugene 
Wason. It may be remembered that the last Unionist Government 
had a Bill prepared on this subject in 1904. The operative clause of 
the present Bill is as follows bee Where a person has been returned 
to serve < member of the Commons House of Parliament, and afte: 
the passing of this Act accepts from the Crown any office of profit 
described in the schedule to this Act annexed, such acceptance shall not 

vacate his seat, nor shall he be subject to any penalty or forfeiture 
for sitting and voting as a member. 


in their annual 


> ol 
fonday 


is says 


is a 


J.P., | 


far as the | 








! 
| Governor: 


Sir Nevile Lubbock, 
K.C.M.G, 


Incorporated 
A.D. 1720. 


Head Ofiice. 


ROYAL EXCHANGE 


ASSURANCE CORPORATION, 

FIRE, LIFE, SEA, ANNUITIES, 
Accidents, Motor Car, SPECIAL TERYS 
Plate-Glass, Burglary, are granted in 
Employers’ Liability, eases where health 
Fidelity Guarantees. is impaired. 

ared to act as TRUSTEE and EXECUTOR. 

full particulars of all classes of Insurance to the Secretary— 

OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 

West END BRANCH: PALL MALL, &.W. 
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Sir William Selfe for failing to 
County Court, told the judge 
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wife had picked it up, 
it on the fire. The 


who had been fined by Judge 
juror at the Marylebone 
says the Hvening Standard, 
red, he said, that his 
an advertisement, thrown 


a 


as 


h, the 7'imes, David Robertson, 
lifeshire, was sentenced to five years’ 
£4,700 belonging to clients, and uttering 
genuine two deeds bearing forged signatures. Robertson was 
brought back from South Africa in custody, and his counsel stated 
that after dabbling on the Stock Exchange he took his clients’ money 
to meet demands. 
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the arsenic 
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the Daily 


been unbosoming himself to 
the victim 


is reported to have said that if Miss Barrow, 

poisoning « had placed her money in the hands of 
and had it securely invested, there is little doubt 
that she would still be alive to-day. ‘ of the Public Trustee 
in Clement’s Inn, Strand, exists for precisely such cases as Miss 
Barrow’s. When the office was created, four years ago, the organisers 
had mind the large number of inexperienced women all over the 
country who, so far as their small savings were concerned, were at the 
mercy of any plausible rogue who came along. While actual murder 
and violence is comparatively rare, there is the undoubted temptation 
that money is to be got if a friendless woman is removed. The Public 
Trustee office every day to help to remove such temptations. 
‘I know h easily unprotected women with a little money are 
affected,’ said Mr. Stewart to tMe Daily Mirror. ‘‘ It may be only a 
chance piece of gossip overheard which will cause them to rush into 
the wildest investment; or it may be a plausible scoundrel who has 
somehow obtained an introduction—and they swarm all over the place 
—and in whose hands they are very often as wax. And, again, it may 
be their very relatives and friends whom they stand in most danger 
of Only the other day had two cases similar to Miss Barrow’s. 
There was a woman in the West of England whose money was in the 
hands of certain friends. Their judgment as to the disposition of her 
money was, to put it mildly, not ictly in her best interests. A 
solicitor brought the to our notice, and after some diplomatic 
overtures we got into touch with her. There were many difficulties 
to be overcome, but I am glad to s: that we were able to get the 
whole of her , safely into our hands. She is now certainly, if 
nothing else, larger in¢ from her small capital than 
she ever did 
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Union, writes to the 
Official Referee, Mr. John Farrer, has just 
correctness of the original valuation in the 
hmond case. The salient facts of the case were that, on 
their mother in May, 1910, two ladies had inherited a 
house and shop at Richmond, Yorkshire, originally pur 
father for £500. They had paid death duties on 
00, and hi sold the property also for £500. But the Govern- 
ment val under the new Finance Act valued the same premises, as 
m the 30th of April, 1909, at only £380, and an increment duty of 
£22 was claimed on the difference between this valuation of £380 and 
the £500, for which the property was sold. The ladies desired to 
uppeal against the valuation of £380, but the Commissioners refused 
allow this on the technical ground that sixty days had inadvertently 
been allowed to elapse since the service of the valuation. After the 
strongest possible pressure had been exercised by the Land Union, and 
after the debate in the House of Commons on the 9th of August, 1911, 
|the Chancellor of the Exchequer agreed to the appeal being heard. 
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BY APPOINTMENT. 


GENERAL 


ACCIDENT FIRE AND LIFE 


ASSURANCE CORPORATION, Limitep. 
ESTABLISHED 1885. 


Assets Over te na 
Claims Paid EXCEED ... 


CHIEF OFFICES: General Buildings, Perth. _ 
General Buildings, Aldwych, Strand, Lond.n, W.C. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE INSURANCE. 


Bonds accepted by the High Courts for Receivers and Administrators; by Board 
of Trade for Trustees in Bankruptcy and Liquidators. 

Bonds also accepted by the Inland Revenue, Excise, Treasury, and other Govern- 
ment peparement*  ONTINGENCY RISKS 

Guarantees issued in respect of Lost or Missing Documents, Defective Title, 
Missing Beneficiaries, and Issue Risks. F. NORIE-MILLER, J.P., Gen:ral Manager. 


£2 000,000 
£4,000,000 











The hearing took place at Richmond on the 31st of January last, and 
the referee has now given his decision. He has fixed the original 
total value of the property at £466 15s. instead of £380, as claimed by 
the Valuation Department, thus shewing that it had been under- 
valued by no less than £86, or nearly 20 per cent., by which means 
a fictitious increment was created. Mr. Farrer’s decision disposes at 
once of £17 of the £22 claimed from these poor ladies, but it has cost 
the Land Union sum to secure this result, and if increment 
value duty is claimed upon the difference between the £466 15s. and 
£500, further litigation will be necessary to decide the question as to 
whether any, and, if so, how much, of this increase can be conjured 
into *‘ statutory ’’ site value, having regard to the fact admitted in 
cross-examination that the site has not risen in value at all. 


a large 


Meesrs Woorron & Son, solicitors, have removed from No. 2, Fins 
bury-circus, E.C., to No. 65, London Wall, E.C. 


Roya Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application to James Gieve, Royal Naval 
Enquiry Agency, 65, South Molton-etreet, London, W.—[Advt.] 


Wuy Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lirn Assurance Co, (Limtrep). Repay 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 5, Cheapside, E.C. '’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oy Reoisteass 1x ATTENDANCE ow 


EMERGENCY 
OTA, 


Monday March 25 Mr Thoed 
Tuesday osc... 26 Charch 
Wednesday Synge 
Thursday Goldschmidt 
Friday ... Greswell 
Saturday Beal 


Aprrat Court 


No, 2, 


Mr. Justice 
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Mr Leach 
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Date, 


Monday March 2 
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Wedresday...... 
Thursday 

Friday ............ 2 
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Mr 
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The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


March 29.—Mesare. Davip J. Cuarrane & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rent (see advertisement, back page, Feb. 24). f P ait 


April 1,.—Messrs. Tucxerr & Som, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold and F. ld 
Prvuperties (see advertisement, back page, March 16), thins _— 
April 3 and May 15.—M . . 
Freehold Town Prepertion, Jats een. Bon, 
page ii, this week). 


& Oaxuey, at the Mart, at 2, 
Agricultural Estates, Ground Rents, &c. (see advertisement 


| Result of Sale. 


Reversions, Potrcres, &c.. 
| Mesers. H. E. Foster & Crawrixztp held their usual Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on Thursday last, whea the 
fo lowing Lots were sold at the prices mentioned :— 
The ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £767 ... 
The REVERSION to One-eighteenth of £18,939 
” to One-fifth Share of £1,490 ... 
99 to £1,487 ... ove an coe 
on to LEASEHOLD PROPERTY 
POLICIES of ASSURANCE for £5,000 .., ove 
The ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £628 
LIFE INTEREST and POLICIES OF 


oe 


on 


ASSURANCE. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Mar. 15, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liutrep in CaancrrY. 


CARDIFF AND District CART Horse Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, oti ot before 
Mar 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
| claims to D. T. Alexander, 5, High st, Cardiff, liquidator. 
CHORLTON ENTERTAINMENTS, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or b-fore Mar 23, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 
William John Ward, 41, Tootal road, Weaste, Manchester, liquidator. 

Concrete MACHINERY Co, LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before April 30, to send their names and addresses,and particulars of their claims, 
to Harold Lingham Marsh, 26, North John st, Liverpool, liquidator. 

CONTINENTAL ENTERPRISES, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required 
on or before April 15, to send their names an addresses and the particulars ot their 
debts and claims, to W. John Wood, 6, Old Jewry, liquidator. 

EaypTiAN HALL ELEecrric THEATRE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 
24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Herbert James Lopresti, 6, Laurence Pountney hill. Surr & Co, Laurence Pountney 
hill, solors to the Liquidator. 

ELLERBECK STEAMSHIP CO, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Lamb, c/o Sharp & Co, Milburn House, Newcastle upon Tyne. Botterell & Co, New- 
castle upon Tyne, solors to the liquidator. 

ELLERAY STEAMSHIP Co, LtD,—Creditors are required, on or before April 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Lamb, c/o Sharp & Co, Milburn House, Newcastle upon Tyne. Botterell & Co, New- 
castle upon Tyne, solors to the liquidator. 

| ELTERWATER STEAMSHIP Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required on or before April 10, to send 

| their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 

Lamb, c/o Sharp & Co, Milburn House, Newcastle upon Tyne. Bottere.l & Co, New- 

| 

| 








castle upon Tyne, solors to the liquidator. 

| IMPROVED CHROME LEATHER Co, Lrp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particf- 
lars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Herbert Cooper Christmas, 46-47, London 
wall, liquidator. 

INVESTORS’ FREEHOLD AND LEASEHOLD Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Credi- 
| tors are required, on or before April 23, to send their names and addresses, and 
| the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Dexter, 21, Ironmonger la 
| liquidator. 

JAURO SYNDICATE OF NIGERIA, Lip (Is VOLUNTAEY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Mar 30, to send their names and addresses, and the parti- 
culars of their debts and claims, to Thomas Alexander Fox, 79, Mark In, liquidator. 

Kine & Herwoop, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Geo. Bowler, 
30, North John st, Liverpool, liquidator. 

PONTYPRIDD AND RHONDDA RINKS, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or betore Mar 27, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 
ae or claims, to Frederick Charles Davies, 2 and 3, laff st, Pontypridd, 
liquidator. 

STEAMSHIP,“ KAMARO” Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before April 14, to send 
their nares and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry 
Voce Thurgood, 11, Queen Victoria st. Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln's inn fields, colors 
for the liquidator. 

STEAMSHIP ** SAINT-HELIER " Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before April 14, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry 
Voce Thurgood, 11, Queen Victoria st. Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln's inn fields, solors 
for the liquidator. 

iHOMAS Nessitr & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
Edward Walmsley, Hibernia chmbrs, London Bridge. Tilleards, Gracechurch st, solors 
for the liquidator. 

Wing Agency Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before April 15, to send in their names and addresges, with particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Henry Peruzzi Gibson and Jasper Berkeley Gibson, Portugal st 
bidgs, Linc»ln’s inn, liquidators 

YORKSHIRE WooL & LEATHER Co, | Tp—Creditors are required on or before April 15, to 
send their names and addres:es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Samuel Sutcliffe, 6, George st, Halifax W. E. Sharp, Bradford, solor to the 
liquidator. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


INCORPORATED ESTATE AGENTS’ INSTITUTE—Creditors are required on or before Mar. 
22, to send in their names and aldresses, and full particulars of their debts or claius , 
to William Henry Wells and Walter James Taylor, 20, Hanover sq, liquidators, 


London Gazelte,—TUESDAY, Mar. 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep 1m Omancert. 


ADAM BLIND SYNpDICATE LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on 
or before April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Edward Joseph Palmer, 56, Moorgate st. McKenna & Co 
Basinghall at, solors for the Jiquidator. 

CINEMATOGRAPH FiLM Hiring Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 15, directed 
to be heard April 2, Walter P. Davies, 36 to 40, Glasshouse st, solors for the petnrs. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of April 1. 

EASTERN OMNIUM Taust LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before April 19, to send their ynames and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims to William Barclay Peat, 11, lronmonger In. Monkland, Frederick's 
pl, Old Jewry,'solor to the liquidator. 

JAMES BLIGH AND WATERS, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, to send: 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to G. L. Falcy 
66, High st, Ramsgate 
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PUBLIC BENEFIT COLLECTING SocreTy.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 27, directed 
to be heard at County Court House, Mawdesley st, Bolton, April 3, at 10 J. Herbert 
Neville, Town Hall, Chorley, solor to the petnr. Notice of appzaring must reach 
the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 2. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar. 15, 


JoHN BOWLING, LTD. 

w. J. Harris & Co, Ltp. (Reconstruction.) 
SPIELER WATCH Co, LTD. 

Cuas. B. Hotmes & Co, Ltp, 

M. CANTOR, LTb. 

WARRINGTON EMPIRE AMUSEMENTS Co, LTD. 
EMPIRE SKATING RINKS (WARRINGTON), LT. 
BONGITE SYNDICATE, LTD. 

F. AND C. ESTATE: SYNDICATE, LTD. 

JAURO SYNDICATE OF NIGERIA, LTD. 

DI! CHFIELD’s, LTD. 

CONTINENTAL ENTERPRISES, LTD. 

CARDIFF AND District CART HoRSE Co, Ltp. 
CARROLL'S SPIRIT MATURING, LTD. 

AKIM NICHOLAS SYNDICATE, LTD. 
THREADNEEDLE PUBLISHING Co, LTD. 

WeEsT INDIAN PUBLIC Works, LTD. 

BRITISH EMPIRE AGENCY, LTD. 

SouTtH WILTS NEWSPAPER Co, LTD. 

AMES PARKER, LTD. 

STAVELEY NEAR KENDAL GAS Co, LTD. 
MAPLESON & Co, LTD. 

FLEETWOOD IcE Co, LTD, 

NIGEL TRusT, LTD. 

ERNEST OSMOND. 

NEW INN (WHITWORTH) Sick & BURIAL SociEty. 
CONCRETE MACHINERY Co, Ltp. 
INCORPORATED ESTATE AGENTS’ LNSTITUTE (Amalgimation) 
ALLEN, JEssor & SONS, LTD. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 19. 


G. TANFIELD & Sons, Lrp. 

UNIVERSAL Motor CAB Co, LTD (Reconstruction). 
CaP FERRAT BUILDING EsTATEs, LYD. 

CHINNERY ENGINEERING Co, LTD. 

CEFN MAWR SYNDICATE Lrp. 

COOMB SPRINGS MINERAL WATER Works Co, LTD. 
BRISEHAM CAFE LTD. 

MARATHON SKATING RINK LTD. 

LEWIS AND Co ( BRISTOL) LTp. 

ERA Bi\RGE Co, LTD. 

WESTERN ELECTRIC Co (AUSTRALIA) LTD. 

E, MARSHALL & Co, LTD. 

DRAKE SPINNING Co, LrD. 

COLRS, SHADBOLT & Co, LTD. 

NEW CARPEC AND TEXTiLEs, LTD. 

Eusa CLUB HOLIDAY CO-OPERATION, LTD. 
HIGHTOWN PICTURE PAVILION Co, LTD 
ANGLO-EGYPTIAN SPINNING AND, WEAVING Co, LTD. 
OUDTSHOORN ELECTRIC LIGHT AND PoWER-Co, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 19. 


Fstiows, Rurm, Denman rd, Talfourd rd, Peckham April 25 Fellows and Others v 
Fellows, Warrington, J Giles, Clement’s inn, Strand 

Mastzr, Rosert Eowaxsp, Newton Abbott, Devon April 16 London Trading Bank, 
Limiied y Curtis, Joyce and Eva, JJ Dade. Qaeen Victoria st 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Mar. 15. 


AsHwortH JAMEs, Heptonstall, nr Hebden Briige, Yorks April18 Sutcliffes, Hebden 
Bridge 

BARKER, FRANCES, Nun Monkton, Yorks April 27 Kay, York 

BLugrt, FRANCES, Tyrwhitt rd. Lewisham April 12 Smith, Fenchurch b'dgs 

BonbD, SARAH MARIA, Bridgwater Apriil Barham & Watson, Bridgwater 

BoOuVERIE-PUSEY, SIDNEY EDWARD BOUVERIE, Pusey House, Berks Aprill5 Tylee & 
Co, Essex st, Strand 

BRAMSTON, MARY ELIZA, Winchester April18 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 

BRAYSHAW, CHRISTOPHER JOHNSON, Fore st April 15 Burg:ss & Co, New sq 

BRODIE, BUSFEILD FRANCIS, Walton oa1 Thames May 1 Stileman & Neate, Southamp 
ton st, Bloomsbury 

BROMILEY, MaRY ELLEN, Lostock, nr Boltoa, April17 Cooper & Hamer, Bolton 

BROOKS, JANE, Dorchester April15 Marsh & Warry, Yeovil 

Brown, EvitH, Mimosa st, Fulham April 30 Taylor, Bedford row 

BRYANT, JOHN BENJAMIN, Boundary rd, St Johns Wood April 16 Davis, Temple 


chmbrs 
BULMER, SARAH MARTHA, Guisborough, York April9 Gray, Whitby 
Buzian, Emma, Eastbourne April12 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 
CARTWRIGHT, JAMES JOkL, Wilton rd, Wimbledon April 20 Mason & Co Wakefield 
CHARLTON, JOHN, Pear Tree Farm, ur Ebchester, Durham, Farmer April 18 Ward, 
Newceastle-upon-Tyne 
CLAYTON, MARY ANN, Old Stratford, Warwick April 27 S'atter & Co Stratford-upon- 
on 


v 
COHEN, MARGARET FLORENCE, Gloucester ter, Hyde Park Apiil 6 Withers & Co, 
Arundel st, Strand 
CoLE, HARRIET, Brighton April 22 Cushman, Brighton 
DALE, CLARA, Hale, Chester April15 Crofton & Co, Manchester 


Broad st 
EpDMONDs, ~ ay WILLIAM, Portsmouth, Solicitor April 16 Edmonds & Bullin, 
mou: 
EGERTON, Hon JSABELLA CORISANDE GERTRUDE, Lowndes sq April 12 Patersons & 
Co, Lincoln’s ia fields 





| EVANS, DAVID LEWIS, Porth, Glam, Merchant’s Clerk April 16 Davies & Co, Ponty- 


pridd é 
EVANS, JAMES, Mathern,Mon Mayl1 Evans & Evill, Chepstow, Mon 


| FAWKES, MARY ANN, Great Crosby, Lancs April15 Rigby & Herron, Liverpool 


FAY, JOHN GOODMAN, Southampton April 27 Paris & Co, Southampton 
FENN, EDWIN, MD, Ardleigh, Essex April 17 Benham & Wilson, Colchester 


FORSHAW, JOHN, Ormskirk April 1 Brighouse & Co, Ormskirk 
FURNISS, THOMAS SANDERSON, Stratford St Mary, Suffolk April 30 Cooper & Freeman, 


Gracechurch st 


GALTON, PENELOPE MARIA ELIZABETH, Eccleston sq April 25 Kirby & Co, The 


Sanctuary, Wes:minster 

GILL, JAMES, Wallwood ri, Leytonstone April 15 Evans & Co, Theobald’s rd 

GREENSLADE, ERNEST HAIN, Claverdon, nr Warwick Maytl Barry & Harris, Bristol 

Grist, CHARLEI, Speldhurst rd, South Hackney April 15 Tatham & Co, Queen 
Victoria st 

HANCOCK, SARAH, Nottingham pl April 15 Duvonshire & Co, Frederick's pl, Old 
Jewr 

HARDS aanan Rusper, Sussex April15 Cotching & Son, Horsham 

HEDGES. ALICE LANE, East Chapel st, Mayfair Aprilli Attenborough & Sons, Thavies 
inn, Holborn cir 

HiIGHMOOR, MARY ANN, Redcar, Yorks April 12 Wethey, Middlesbrough 

HOLT, Jos: PH, Wilmslow, Chester April 30 Domakin & Co, Manchester 

Hopkins, GEORGE, Reading April 27 Brain & Brain, Reading 

JAMES, ANNE GEORGIANA SHERLOCK, Instow, Devon April 12 Uanbury & Co, New 
Broad st 

KENNEDY, GEORGE, Bristol, Wine Merchant May1 Barry & Harris, Bristol 

KixToON, WILLIAM, Bartholomew villas, Kentish Town, Coal Merchant April 15 
Abbott, Long acre 

KNOWLES, ARTHUR, Great Marton, Blackpool, Physician April 20 Bailey, Halifax 

LATHA M, Rev JOHN LARKING, Lydden, nr Dover April 27 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

LEAR, ROBERT CHRISTOPHER, Kingston upon Hull April 15 Sykes, Hull 

LITTLE, GEORGE, Lazonby, Cumberland, Yeoman May 14 Arnison & Co, Penrith 

MILLER, HARRIET, Burtonupon Trent Aprill5 Drewry & Newbo'd, Burton upon Trent 

Newby, Rev RICHARD JOBRN, Whetstone, Leicestcr April 13 Toller & Co, Leicester 

NIGHTINGALE, WILLIAM JOHN, West Fromwich, Metal Merchant Mar 30 Jagger & 
Hughes, West Bromwich 

OsUCHOWSKI, JULES IGNACE, Boulevard Victor Hugo, Nice, Franca April 15 Farrar & Co, 
Wardrobe p!, Doctors’ Commons 

PALMER, HENRY THOMAS, Camperdown, Great Yarmouth April 15 Tatham & Co, 
Queen Victoria st 

PHILLIVS, SAMUEL FRANKLIN, Kingston upon Hull, Boot Dealer May 1 Thompson & 
Co, Hull 

PIXLEY, JAMES AIKIN, Much Hatham, Herts April 16 Burch & Co, Spring gdns 

Potts, GEORGE, Hove, Sussex April22 Cushman, Brighton 

PRIESTLEY, CAROLINE, Bournemouth April 25 Willmot, Boscombe 

SEARLE, WILLIAM Lycunreus, Leamington April30 Walker & Son. Dublin 

SERGEANT, RICHARD, Kingston upon Hull April 15 Woodhouse & Chambers, Hull 

SowrerR, Rev iGkoRGE ARTHUR, Hatcham, Kent April 4 Griffith & Gardiner, 8t 
Swithin’'s In 

SQUIRE, MARY ANN, Old Compto. st.Soh> April13 Prestons, Stratford, Essex 

STANHOPE, Sir WALTER THOMAS WILLIAM SPENCER, KCB, Cawthorne, York April 12 
Mumford & Co, Bradford 

SWAINE, MARGARET BEET, St George's sq April £0 Beyfus & Be, fus, Lincoln's inn 

‘lds 

ERAY, SAMUEL WHITFIELD, St Mary Cray, Kent April 15 Lewis, South sq, Gray's 








Samuel, Wool st, Cheapside April 30 Attenborough & Sons, Thavies inn, 
Holborn circus 
LINKER, THOMAS ,INMAN, Levenshulme, Manchester, Timber Merchant May It 
lallent-Biteman & Co, Manchester 
TRANAH, ARTHUR, Gosforth, Northumberland April 18 Ward, Newcastle upon 
lyne 


| WATERFIELD, FANNY, Brighton April 22 Cushman, Brighton 


West, LEONARD Roberts, Hythe, nrSouthampton April 13 Johnson & Vo, New sq 

WILSON, MARY, Morecambe, Lancs Aprill2 Holden & C», Lancaster 

WILSON, RLJHARD HENRY, Pudsey, Yorks, Auctioneer April6 Wilson, Leeds 

Woop, WILLIAM HENRY, Sproatiey, nr Hull May 11 Hearields & Lambert, Lowgate 
Hall 

WOODHEAD, GEORGE, Bralford April 30 Rhodes & Hull, Bradford 


London Gazette. —TOMSDAY, Mar. 19. 


ALLEN, MARY ELIZABETH, Bournemouth Mayl Pierce, Nottingham 

BALL, MARY ANNE, Rosslyn hill, Hempstead April 20 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 

BinD, WALTER STRICKLAND, High Wycombe, Bucks April 27 Collyer-Bristow & Co, 
sedford row 

BRAGG, HENRY EATON, Wolverhampton, April 9 Willecck & Co, Wolverhampton 

DR1GGs, JONATHAN, Doncaster, April 30 Allen, Doncaster 

BROWN, Kos#ert, Manchester, Lithographic Printer April 16 Roberts & D otson, 
Manchester 

BURALL, MARY ANNA, Phillack, Cornwall, May 1 ‘Thomas, Camborne 

BURENLL, THOMAS, Darnley rd, Holland Park av Aprillé Clarke & Co, Queen st, 
Cheapside 

CHAWORTH-MUSTERS, CAROLINE ANNE, Wiverton Hall, Notts June 1 Freeth & Co 
Nottingham 

COLEMAN, GERTRUDE, Bath April25 Vizard & Co, Dursley 

CORKILL, MARGAREL EMILY, Welford ou Avon, Glos May 1 Parkinson & Co, Man- 


ches‘er 





| CULLEN, MARGARET, Liverpool May1 Alsop & Co, Liverpool 


DANIELL, AUKORA ELL nN, Essendon, Herts Aprill9 Griffith, St Bride's av 

DickEa, Miss MARTHA, Worthing April 15° Freeman & Son, George st, Hanover sq 

DisN#y, ELiza, Hulme, Manchester Aprill6 Roberts & Dootson, Manchest :r 

DOUGLAS, FRANCES ALICE, Botley, Ilints April 15 Miller, Portsmouth 

DUFFELL, MARIA, Darlington Aprill15 Crawford & Co, Cannon st 

Dyson, WILLIAM, Hornosea, Yorks, Coal Merchant June 11 Middlemiss & Pearce 
ul 


EARP, THOMAS, Melbourne, Derby, Market Gardener Mayl1 Sale & Son, Derby 


|} EDWARDS, SARAH ANN, Margate Aprili2 Boys & Maughan, Margate 


FERRABY, THOMAS, Kingston upon Hull April 20 Mills, Hull . 

FiTCHETT, GkorGE, Groby, Leicester, Backsmith April 3) Wright & (Co, 
icester 

GIBSON, MARY ELIZABETH, Liverpool April 80 Wright & Uo, Liverpool 

GODDARD, WILLIAM JAMES, Hove, Brighton April22 Martin & Co, Philpot In 


| GRIFFIN, CHARLOTTE, Lincoln April 21 Hebb & Sills, Lincola 


GRIMMO, Peter, Brom'ey, Kent April 22. Danby & Co, Leadenhall st 

HARLING, Jon, Castleford, Yorks, Earthenware Mauufacturer April 22 Wilson 
Ca tleford 

(TARMAN, GKORGE WILLIAM, Newbury, Berks April 30 Kinneir & Co, Swindon 

HARRISON, WILLIAM HERBERT, Caversham rd, Kentish Town April 20 Robins & Co, 
Lincoln's inn fields 

HILeY, EMILY HELEN, Stamford, Lincoln April15 Hopgood & Dowsons, Spring gdns 


| HILTON, ELIZABETH ANN, Macclesfield April 13 Challinor, Manchester 
| HIRSCH, ALBERT, Deutsch Wilmersdorf, Germany Ayril 9 Leader & Co, Newgate st 
Durvlis, Rev GEORGE RICHARD, Sessay, ur Thirsk, Yorks April12 Hanbury & Co, New 


Hirst, Josern Henry, Ashton under Lyne, Licensed Victualler April 15 Watson & 
Oxell, Ashton under Lyne 

HopG#, ELIZABETH GRACE, Folkestone May1 Todd & Go, Chancery In 

Hopvrger, MARY. York April 16 Cundall, York 

HUNTINGTON, WILLIAM BALL, Blackmore Park, Worcester April 30 Budl & Qo, 
Austin Friars 
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HUTCHINGS, Rev CHANORLLOR WILLIAM HENRY, Pickering, York April15 Freeman & | SHIBLS, ALEXANDER, M B, C M, Park cros, Regent's Park April 29 Cartwright & 
| Cunningham, Paternoster row 
ILLINGWOKTH MARK, Stainland, nr Halifax, Plasterer April 26 Longbotham & Sons, | SKINNER, JoHN, Handsworth, Jeweller April27 Freeland & Warder, Birmingham 


Son, George st, Hanover sq 


Halifax 


JACKSON, JAMES, Hull, Rullyman April13 T & A Priestman, Hull 


KELMAN, JAMES ANDERSON, Highbury Newpk, Solicitor 
Tokenhouse yd 


KINGSTON, KATE, Aberavon May 1 @ & M Goodman, St Helen's pl 

olverhampton April 22 Wearing & F.ewker, Wolverhampton 
PARKINSON, EMMA, Bidston, Cheshire April 30 Hindley, Liverpool 

PARTINGTON, MARY, Sudbourae rd, Brixton April 13 Turner & Co, Chancery In 
Redpath & Co, Bash In 

SANDARS, ELLIN BARBER, Northop, Flint May 1 Foley, Qieen Victoria st 


MARTIN, MATILDA, W 


REDPATH, HARRIETT, Sydeaham, Kent May 1 


SCOBELL, RopERT WILLIAM, Shortiands, Kent May 1 R 


| SuirH, Matraew Henry, 


Springfields, Wolverhampton, Coal Dealera April 20 


Feibusch, Wolverhampton 


May 6 Abrahams & Co, | SPENCELAYH, CHARLES ERNEsr, North Ormesby, nr Middlesbrough April 15 Dawes, 


Middlesbrough 


Birming iam 


sdpath & Co, Bush In Woop, Henry, Brentwood, 


SERGISON, Hon FLORENCK EMMA LOUISA, St Stephen's mans, Westminster April 20 bldgs 
YOUNG, GkoRGE HENRY, Pendleton, Salford May 14 Farrar & Co, Manchester 


Fearon & Co, Victoria st 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazctte.—FRIDAY, Mar. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barox, A, Roman rd, Old Ford, Manufacturer High Court 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Mar 22 
Brows, James Currroap, Louisville rd, Upper Tooting, 
Commercial Traveller Wandsworth Pet Mar 13 Ora 
Mar 13 
Conpey, Emain Earoy, Hanley Hanley 
Mar 11 
Cotur, Coantes Eowaarp, Swansea, Tailor Swansea Pet 
Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 
Cottisas, Ricuargp, South st, New North rd, Islington 
Drug Vendor High Court Pct Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 
Dickixsoy, Water, Queen's av, Fiachley, Aut »mobile 
Carriage Builder Barnet Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 
Dows, Ricuarp Heway, Crediton, Devon, Tinsmith 
Exeter Pet Maril Ord Marll 
E.tas, Jous, Maesteg, Glam, Hosier Cardiff Pet Mar 
12 Ord Mar 12 
Fett, Eowaap Taomas Apranam Ricnanns, Ca tle Eaton 
Wilts, Farmer Swindon Tet Mar 12 Ord Mar 12 
Fisnen, Eanest Mitiincroxs, Margate, Convalescent 
Home Proprietor Canterbury Pet Mar 12 Ord 
Mar 12 
Groner, Josern Epoar, Heavitree, Devon, Wholesale 
Milliner Exeter Pet Maril Ord Mar il 
Gages, Wittiam Jaues, Bootle, Lancs, Fishmonger Liver- 
pool Pet Mar12 Ord Mar i2 
Gairrrrua, Witisam Powers, Sandford ter, Brook rd 
Sioke Newington, Cheesemonger's Assistatt High 
Court Pet Marti Ord Mar 11 
, Taomas, Merton Park, Surrey, Tailors’ Cutter 
Pet Get 28 Ord Mar 12 
uw Witttam, Halton Holegate, nr Spilsby 
7 ince, Miller Boston PetMari2 Ord Mar 12 
Hanrxout, Peacy, Woolwich 1rd, Greenwi Greenwich 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Mar 12 
Hiacixsorrom, Eowis, New Mills, Derbyshire, Insuranc« 
Agent Stockport Pet Marl2 Ord Mar Lz 
Hox LEY, Exizavera, Sculthorpe, Norfolk Norwich 
r 13 Ord Mar 13 
pent James, Newquay, Cornwall 
; Pet Feb 29 Ord Mar 13 
Jenxive, Writtam, Aberdar Coal Miner Aberdare 
Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 
Lawaence, Grorar, Darington, Plater Stockton on Tees 
Pet Marll Ord Mar Il 
McDoveat, Witttam, Liverpcol, Builder Liverpool Pet 
Dec 20 Ord Mar 15 
Meap, Gronoe, sen, Buraley, Chipped Potato Dealer 
Burnley Pet Marll Ord Mar li 
Micnart, Evisan, Devauden, nr Chepstow, Mon, Licensed 
Victualler, Newport,Mon Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 
Moroax, WiittAmM |TaowAs, New Tredegar, Mon, Grocer 
Tredegar Pet Maril2 Ord Mar 12 
Mvarty, Josern, Derby, Farmer Derby Pet Mar 11 Ord 
Mar 11 
Myvxort, Faank, Felixstowe, Priater Ipswich Pet Mar 12 
Ord Mar 12 
Jouw Rongrt Hotwes, Merton rd, Wimbledon 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 
ive, Joszen Benswanp,- Brighton, Company Promoter 
Brighton Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar 11 
Patcuira, Hevay Jounx, Merthyr Tydfil, Outfitter Aber- 
dare Pet Marit Ord Mar 11 
Puitvort, Georoe Stacey, Salisbury, Baker Salisbury 
Pet Feb27 Ord Mar 12 
Powerit, B W, Albion pl, Agent High Court Pet Feb 21 
Ord Mar 13 
Scanxeiper, Wiitiam, Southampton st, Pentonville, Master 
Baker High Court Pet Maril2 Ord Mar 12 
Scaumacker, E C, Sutton, Surrey Croydon Pet Feb 7 
Ord Mar 12 
Simevsow, Joay, Brandon Colliery, Durham, Boot Dealer 
Durham Pet Marit Ord Maril 
Srow, Wistiam, High st, Hampton Hill, Middlx, Butche: 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Feb 16 Ord Mar ll 
Taacy, Artuur, Caryaf ort rd, Stoke Newi ngt n, Confec- 
tioner Kar monton Pet Feb 23 Ord Marl 
Watxer, Harorp Groxor, Ipswich, Motor Engiaeer 
Ipswich PetJan27 Ord Mar 12 
Wearnaniut, Caances Fasvsaice, Newport, Mon, Hotel 
Keeper Newport,Mon Pet Mar 1l Ord Mar ll 
Werrcu, Gaoxucr Henny, Liandatf North, Glam, Baer 
Cardiff Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar 12 
Ween, Wiittam, and Faeprawcx Wetca, Cheltenham 
Saddlers Cheltenham Pet Maril Ord Mar 11 
West, Rowerr Wittiam Tucker, Backawton, Devon 
Carpenter Plymouth Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 
Wuesters, Tesvon Movustrox», aud Bast. B810nry 
Farpenicx Pickxanp, Stockport, Cheshire, Automoble 
Engineers Stockport Pet Mariz Ord Mar 12 
Worratt, Cuautes Baooxs, Kilby, Leicester, Baker 
Leicester Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 


Pet Jan ll Ord 


Contractor 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Banoy, A, Roman rd, Old Ford, Manufacturer Mar 25 at 
1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Bow es, Stpyey Atraep, Gillingham, Dorset, Tailor Mar 
26 at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salis- 
bury 

Cuan teswoatsa, Water, Dodworth, or Barnsley, Engineer 
Mar 26 at 10.30 O# Kec, 9, Regent at, Barnsley 

Co.tixes, Kicnargp, South st, New North rd, Islington, 
Drug Vendor Mar 25 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Caray st 

Davies, Wittiam Henry, Lianelly, Tinplate Worker Mar 
23 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

E.vaiver, Austex James, South Benfleet, Essex, Stock 
Farmer Mar 2¢éat12 Of Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Gaivviras, Wittitam Powe.t, Sandford ter, Brook 1d, 
Stoke Newington, Cheesemonger’s Assistant Mar 25 | 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st } 

Haut, Joux, Barry Dock, Glam Mar 25 at 3 117, St 
Mary st, Cardiif 

Hautyoit, Percy, Woolwich rd, Greenwich Mar 25 at 
11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Lio.pcsort, Joszes, and Joawy James Ho._vcaorr, Hanley, 
Coal Merchants Mar25 at 12 Off Rec, King st, New- 
castle, Staffs 

Hurt, Ricuaap Tustaty, Charlton Kings, Glos, Farmer 
Mar 23at 4 County Court Buildings, Cheltenham 

Jacksoyx, Jons, Old Traffurd, Lancs, Bread Dealer Mar 23 
at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Layros, Faspsuck, Banbary, Uxford, Butcher Mar 23 at 
12 1,8t Aldate’s, Oxfo:d 

Manen, Kanest Jausze, South Mimms, Middlx, Farmer 
Mar “5 at 12, Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Massroys, Geores, Stourport, Worcester, Farmer Mar 25 
at 3 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

Meapb, Geonoe (the elder), Burnley, Chipped Potato Dealer 
Mar 25 at 11.50 Off Rec, 13, Winckiey st, Preston 

Micuagt, Evssau, Devauden, nr Ch-pstow, Mon, Licensed 
Victualler Mar 23 atill Off Rev, 144, Commercial st 
Newport, Mon 

Mura, Tuomas, Whitehaven, Comberland, Hosier Mar 25 
at 12.30 Cours House, Whitehaven 

Moarix, Joseru, Derby, Fa: mer Mar 25at12 Off Ree, 
4, Victoria bidgs, London rd, Derby 

Peck, Roszat, Eowanp Prox, and Rossrr Peck, jup., 
Liverpool, Coal Dealers Mar 2¢ at 11 Off Ree, 35, 
Victoria s', Liverpool 

Putirr, Josxra Bexnarp, Brighton, Company Promoter 
Mar 26 at 11 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

Puu.ira, Hexry Jouy, Merthyr Tydfil, Outtitter Mar 
27 at 2.15 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine 
ates t, Pontypridd 

Power, B. W., Albion pl, Agent Mar 27 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Riasy, Isaac, Accrington, Coal Dealer Mar = at ll Off 
Rec, 138, Winckley st, Preston 

Saunpers, Exyest Sitveerer, Shipdham, Norf stk, Butcher | 
Mar 23 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Scuyetper, WiLtiaM, Southampton st, Pentonville, Master 
Saker Mar 27 ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Simvaox, Joux, Brandon Cohiery, Durham, Boot Dealcr | 
Mar 26at10 Three Tans Hutel, Durham 

Si.ape, Ronatp Caawrorp, Newport, Mon, Accountant 
Mar 23 at 11.3) Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
Mon 

Stow, W..ttam, High st, Hampton Hill, Middlx, Butcher 
Mar zat 11 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Tuoarr, Haary Jouy, Repton, Derby, Farmer Mar 25 | 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 5, Victoria bidgs, London rd, Derby 

Teacy » AnTHt x, Carytort rd, Stoke Newington, Confectioner 
Mi ar 25 at3 Off Rec, 4, Bedford row 

Worsatt, Caaries Be = xs, Kilby, Leicester, Baker | 
Mar 25at12 Of Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


} 


Bexcxe, Atosat HMenay, Liverpoo), Hemp Merchant 
Liverpool Pet Feb1 Ord Mar lz 

Brows, James Crirvonp, Louisville rd, Upper Tooting, 
Commercial Traveller Wandsworth Pet Mar13 Ord 
Mar 13 

Crops, Jonx, Homesdale rJ, Highgate, Commercial Clerk 
High Court Det Aug 23 Ord Mar 12 

Cotte, Cuaaies Eowarp, Swansea, lailor Swansea Pet 
Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

Coitises, Ricuagp, South st, New North rd, Islington, 
Drug Vendor High Court Pct Mari13 Ord Mar 13 

Crowson. Danizt, Market Deeping, Northampton, Builder 
Peterborough PetJan6 Ord Mar |2 

Dicxinsoy, WaLtTae, Qaeen’s av, Squires la, Finchley, Auto- 
mobile Carriage Builder Barnet Pet Mar 13 Ord 
Mar 13 

Dowx, Ricuagp Hewnay, Credition, Devon, Tin Smith 
Exeter Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar li 

E.1as, Joux, Maesteg, Glam, Hosier Cardiff Pet Mar 12 
Ord Mar 12 

Fett. Eowarp Taomas Apaanam Ricaanps, Castle Eaton, | 
Wilts, Farmer Swindon Pet Mari2 Ord Mar 12 


SWINDELLS, HELEN, Birkla'e, Lancs April 22 Hockin & Co, Manchester 

WEBER, EpITH MARIA, Grosvenor st April 19 Corbould, Ellis & Mitchell, Clements In 
WILLIAMS, MARY MORGAN, Bris:ol April 14 Perham & Sons, Bristol 

WILLIAMS WILLIAM, Sanderlan!, Stationer April 20 Steel & C», Sunderland 
WILSON, HERBERT WILLIAM, Liverpool April 20 Colliason, Liverpool 

WINCHURST, WILLIAM ELForpD, Aston, Birmingham April 30 Adcock & Simmons, 


Ei.ex, Greangrocer April 30 Randall & Son, Copthal 


Fisueer, Exnrst Micutxatoy, Margate, Convalescent Home 
Proprietor Canterbury Pet Mar12 Ord Mar 12 
Garpwyer, Jonw Srarkie, Tradescant rd, South Lambeth, 

Art Metal Worker High Court Pet Feb 6 Ord Mar 


12 

Groser, Josern Epear, Heavitree, Devon, Wholesale 
Milliner Ex-ter Pet Marll Ord Mar 11 

Gaees,Wittiam Jamxs, Bootle, Lancs, Fishmonger Liver- 
pool Pet Mar12 Ord Marl2 

Gairrirus, Witttam Powett, Brook rd, Stoke Newington, 
Cheesemonger s Assistant High Court Pet Mar 11 
Ord Mar 11 

Harexere, Jouw Wittram, Halton Holegate, nr Spilsby, 
Lines, Miller Boston Pet Mari2 wrd Mar 12 


Hewnessy, James Mantis, Newbridge Hill, Bath Bath 


Pet Jan 17 Ord Mar Ii 

Hiaatxsorrom, Eowiys, New Mills, Derbyshire, Insurance 
Agent Stockport Pet Marl2 Ord Mar 12 

Horsvey, Lucy Exizaseru, Sculthorpe, Norfolk Norwich 
Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

= Mrs E, Brighton Brighton Pet Jan 3! Ord 

ar 13 

Jexkixs, WiturAm, Aberdare, Coal Miner Aberdare Pet 
Mar 13 Ord Mar13 

Jogt, Samus. Jouy, Amhurst pk, Cigar Merchant Edmon- 
ton Pet Jan 18 Ord Mar 18 

Lawrence, Georos, Darlington, Plater Stockton on Tees 
Pet Marit Ord Mar 11 

McEcuattoy, Jons, Gosforth, wp Builder 
Newcastleupon Tyne Pet Feb16 Ord Mar 1 

Mean, Georae, sen, ier, AT Potat> Dealer Burn- 
ley Pet Mar il Ord Mari 

Micrart, Excwan, Devanden, or are Mon, Licensed 
Victualler Newport, Mon Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 

Moreanx, Wittiam Tuomas, New Tredegar, Mon, Grocer 
Tredegar Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar lz 

Mure, Taomas, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Hosier W hite- 
haven Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar9 

Mvaris, Joseru, Uttoxeter Old rd, Derby, Farmer Derby 
Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar il 

Mywort, Frank, Felixstowe, Printer Ipswich Pet Mar 
12 Ord Mar 12 


| PECK, ROBERT, and EDWARD Peck, and RoBERT PECK (the 


younger), Liverpool, Coal Dealers Liverpool iet Web 
16 Ord Mar 9 

Riasy, Isaac, Accrington, Coal Dealer Blackburn Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Mar 12 

SCHNEIDER, WILLIAM, Southampton st, Pentonville, 
Master Baker High Court Pet Mari2 Ord Mar 12 

SHEPPARD, ALFRED Henry, JoHN Iv iMy BRAVES, and 
WALTER WILLIAM GREEN, Kyrle rd, Clapham C m 
mo, London, Builders, Wandsworth Pet Feb9 Ord 
Mar 11 


| SIMPSON, JOHN, Brandon Colliery, county Durham, Boot 


Dealer Durham Pet Maril Ord Mar il 

SyYKEs, Perc’ STANLEY, Broad Street av, Chartered 
Accountant High Court Pet Jon 26 Ord Mar 9 

rRILSICK, HARRIS, Amhurst rd, Hackney, Cabinet Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Mar 11 

VAN DE* BEECK, BRNEST WILLIAM, Fitchetts ct, Noble 
st, Silk Agent High Court Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 11 

WEATHERILL, CHARLES FREDERICK Newport, Mon, Hotel 
keeper Newport, Mon Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar !1 

WeeEtcH, GEORGE Henry, Liandatf North, Glam, Baker 
Cardiff Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar 12 

WELCH, WILLIAM, and FREDERICK WELCH, Cheltenham, 
Saddiers Cheltenham Pet Maril Ovd Mar 1! 

Wesr, RoBERT WILLIAM TUCKER, Blackawton, Devon. 
Carpenter Plymouth Pet Mir 11 Ord Mar 11 

WHEELER, TREVOR MOUNTFORD, and {BASIL SIDNEY 
FREDERICK PICKARD, Sou'h Stockport, Cheshire, 
Autom »bile Eogineers Stockport Pet Mari2 Ord 
Mar 12 


| WILLEY, HER BER T JonN, Sheffield, Commercial Traveller 


Leeds, let Jan 2 Ord Mar 9 
WORRALL, CHARLES Brookes, Kilby, Leicester, Baker 
Leic. ster Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Mar. 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BECKWITH-WINGATE, Emtty Rawopa, Bideford, Devon 
Barnstaple Pet Feb 29 Ord Mar 15 

BURDETT, DIGBY, Stone, Staffs, Ironmonger Stafford Pet 
Feb 29 Ord Mar 15 

CALLADINE, JOSEPH, Duffield rd, Derby, Iankeeper Derby 
Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

CARTER, JAME?, Westcliff on Sea, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 3 

DALE, LAWRENCE HENRY, Strensal!, Yorks, Grocer York 
Pet Mari6 Ord Mar 16 

DAVIS, ALBERT, Sparkhill Birmingham Scales Manufac- 
turer Birmingham Pet Mari5 Ord Mar 15 

DIXON, GEORGE SMITH, South Woodford, ae sy r- 
cial Clerk High Court Pet Mari4 Ord Marl 

Downs, WILLIAM, Allesley, nr (Coventry, Bricklayer 
Coventry Pet Mar 16 Ori Mar 16 
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Fincn-BARE, G G, Lady Margaret rd, Kentish Town 
High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 15 

GRIFFITHS, JOHN Ropert, Lisnfairfechan, Carnarvon 
Grocer Bangor Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 

HANNATH, GEORGE ROBERT, Great Grimsby Goods Guard 
Great Grimsby Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

Ja’ BS, JOSEPH, Newcastl+ upon Tyne House Furnisher 
Newcastle up»n Tyne Pet Mari3 rd Mar 13 

LEVER, JAMES, Ves‘on super Mare, Stationer Br dgwater 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 

LILL, CHARLES, Great Grimsby, Milk Dealer Great G: imsby 
Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

MassoT CARLOS B, Liverpool, Argentine Consul 
Pet Dee 13 Ord Mar 14 

MIeRS, HERBR*T ALBERT, Brooksville av Brondesbury, 
Turf Accountant High Court Pet Mar 14 Ord 
Mar 14 

MUNDAY, ALFRED, Shipley, Yorks, Stock Broker Bradford 
Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 15 

OsBornN, NORMAN, Leeds, Insurance Clerk 
Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

RADCLIFFE, THOMAS JAMES, 
Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

REYNOLDS, WILLIAM THOMAS, Langley, Kent Architect 
Maidstone Pet Feb 15 Ord Mar 13 

SMITH, HAROLD, and LEWIs HENRY SMITH, Scuntho: pe, 
Builders Great Grimsby Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 11 

TWAITES, WILLIAM VERNON, Ashill, Norfolk General 
Shopkeeper King’s Lynn Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

WALDEN, THOMAS H, Frankfurt rd, Herne Hill, Builder 
H gh Court Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 14 

WALTERS, CHARLES, Farncombe, Surrey Wells Pet Jan 
19 Ord Mar 16 

WALTON, JOHN THOMAS, and EDWARD MANKS HEMING- 
wAY, Halifax, Stock Broiers Halifax Pet Mar 6 
Ord Mar 15 

WHITEMAN, GEORGE FREDERICK, Pontefract, Licensed 
Victualler Wakefield Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

WHITTAKER, THOMAS, St.thern, Leicester, Builder 
Nottingham Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 

WILLIAMS, THoMAS, High rd, Wiil-sden Gre-n, Draper 
iigh Court Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

WORTHINGTON, 8 E, Killingaal!, Leeds York Pet Feb 28 
Ord Mar 15 


Amended Notice substi uted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Mar 12: 


SALEM, ISAAC MARCO, West Didsbury, Manchester, Generali 
Merchant Manch:s'er Pet Jun 24 Ord Mar 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ABSAM, SIDNEY DAviID, Whissonsett, Norfolk, Cycle 
Agent Mar 27 at 2.30 Uff Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

BENSON, DAVID, West Gorton, Manchester, Potato Dealer 
Mar 27 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

CoBDEN, EMMIE EATON, Hanley, Stafford, Wholesale Con- 
fectioner Mar 28 at 12 The Nor h Stafford Hotel, 
Stoke on Trent 

COLLE, CHARLES EDWARD, Swansea Mar 28 at 11 
Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary’s st. Swansea 

DALE, LAWRENCE HENRY, Strensail, nr York, Grocer 
~ et at 3.15 Off Rec, The Red Hou:é, Duncombe 
pi, +or 

Davis, ALBERT, Birmingham, Scales Manufacturer Mar 
:9 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Co poration st, Bir- 
mingham 

DIXON, GEORGE SMITH, South Woodford, Essex, Com 
mercial ¢Clerk Mar 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs 
Carey st 

Dow’, RICHARD HENRY, Creditcn, Devon, Tin Smi h 
Mar 27 at 11.30 Off Ree, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

DOWNING, GEORGE, Conisborough, Yorks, Builder Mar 29 
at3 Off Rec, Figtree in, Sheffield 

FELL, EDWARD THOMAS ABRAHAM 
Eaton, Wilts, Farmer Mar 27 at 12 
Regent circus, Swindon 

FincH-BarRE, G G, Lady Margaret rd. Kentish Town 
Mar 29 atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FISHER, ERNEST MILLINGTON, Margate, Convalescent 
Home Proprietor Mar 27 at 11 Off Rec, 684, Castle 
st, Cantervury 

FRITH, JAMES CARTWRIGHT, King’s Norton, Warwick, 
Solicitor Mar 29 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Cor- 
poration st, Birmingham 

GroreR, JoserpH EpGak, Heavitree, Devon, Wholesa e 
Milliner Mar 27 at 2.45 O1f Rec, 9, Bedfurd circus, 
Exeter 

GREEN, JOHN ROBERT, Bulwell, Nottinghaw, V:terinary 
Surgeon Mar 27at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 

GREEN, WILLIAM JAMES, Boot'e, Lancs, Fishmonger Mar 
29 atll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

HANNATH, GEORGE koBirt, Great Grimsby, Goods Guard 
Mar 27 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great 
Grimsby 

HARKER, JOHN WILLIAM, Halton Holegate, nr Spilsby, 
Li cs, Miller April 2 at 12.15 Off R c, 4 & 6, West 
st, Boston 

JAMES, JOSEPH, Newcastle upon Tyne, House Furnisher 
— 1i Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 

yne 

JENKINS, WILLIAM, Aberdare, Coal Miner . Mar 28 at 
11.30 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbs, St Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 

LAWRENCE, GEORGE, Darlington, Plater Mar 27 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Court chinbs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Lyons. WILLIAM, Blag: on, Somerset, Haulier Mar 27 at 
11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baidwin st, B: istol 

MAIDMENT, CHARLEs ERNEST, Brislington, Somerset, 
Farmer Mar 27 at 12 Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

MESHINICK, HENRY, 
Agent Mir 27 at 11.30 
Bristol 

MIERS, HERBERT ALBERT, Brooksville av, Brondesbury, 
Turf Accountant Mar 27 at1ll Bankruptcy bldgs 


Ca st. 
ALFRED, Shipley, Yorks, Stockbroker Mar 29 


rey 
Munpay, 
at Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 


Liverpool 


Leeds Pet 


Barry, Fruiterer C.rdiff 


Off 


RICHARDS, Castl 
Off Rec, 38, 


Bishopston, Bristol, Commission 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


OsBoRN, NORMAN, Leeds, Insurance Clerk Mar 27 at 3 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

PHILPOTT, GEORGE STACEY, Salisbury, Wilts, Baker Mar 
28 at 1.30 Of Ree, City chmbrs, Cat‘erine st, Salis- 
bury 

REYNOLDS, WILLIAM THOMAS, Langley, Kent, Architect 
Mar 27at11 9, King st, Maidstone 

RICHARDSON, HENRY, Pitsmoor, Shetfie!d, Fruit Salesman 
Mar 29 at 3.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

SALEM, Isaac MARCO, West Didsbury, Manchester General 
Merchant Mar 2?’ at 3.30 Of Kc, Byrom st, Man 
chester 

WALDEN, THomas H, Frankfurt rd, Herne Hill 
Mar 28 at 1 Bankruptcy bigs, Carey st 

WALTON, JOHN THOMAS. and EDWARD MANK8 HEMINGWAY, 
Halifax. Stockbrokers Mar 29 at 10.50 County 
Court, Prestcott st, Hailfax 

West, Ropert WILLIAM TuckER, Blackawton, Devon 
Carpenter Mar 27 at 2.20 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

WILLIAMS, Tuomas, High rd, Willesden Green Draper 
Mar 28 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WORTHINGTON, SAMUFL EUGENR, Leeds April 3 at 2. 
Off Rec, Red House, Duncombe p), York 


Iu lider 


30 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BENSON, Davip, West Gorton, Manchester, Potato Dealer 
Manchester Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 15 

BowLks, SIDNEY ALFRE', Gillinghay, 
Salisbury Pet Marl Ord Mar 15 

CALLADINE, JOSEPH, Derby, Innkeeper 
15 Ord Mar15 

CARTER, JAMES, Westcliff on Sea, Essex, Builder 
ford Pet Mir16 Ord Mar 16 

DALE. LAWRENCE HENRY, Shensall, Yorks, Grocer 
Pet Mari6 Oro Mar 16 

DAVIS, ALBERT, Birmingham, Scales Manufacturer 
mingham Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 

DIxoN, GEORGE SMITH, South Woodfor!, 
mercial Clerk High Court Pet Mar 14 

DOWNS, WILLIAM, Allesley, pr Coventry, 
Coventry Pet Mar16 Ord Mar! 

HANNATH, GEORGE ROBERT, Greit Grimsby, Go ds Guard 
Creat Grimsby Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

HARK, FRANK PERCIVAL, and lyor HARE, Wal.all, 
Auctioneers Walsall Pet Feb 10 Ord Mar 11 

HARTNOLL, PERCY, Woolwich rd, East Greenwic 
wich Pet Feb9 Ord Mar 15 

JAMES, JOSEPH, Newcastle upon Tyne, l/ouse Fornisher 
Newcastle upon Tyne Fet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

LEVER, JAMES, Weston s :per Mare, Stationer 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 

LILL, CHARLES, Great Grimsby, Milk 
Grimsby Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 12 

McDouGcaL, WILLIAM, Liver; ool, Builder 
Dec 20 Ord Mar 14 

Miers, HERBERT ALBERT, Brooksville av, Brond sbury 
Turf Accountant High Court Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 
14 


lorset, Tailor 


Derby Pet Mar 
Chel ns- 
York 
Bir 
Essex, Com 
Ord Mar 15 
Bricklayer 


Green- 


Dealer Great 


Pet 


Liverpool 


Broal st House, New 
Ord Mar 13 
Bradford 


MILDE, GEORGE WILLY SEAION, 
Broad st High Court Pet Nov 20 

MUNDAY, ALFRED, Shipley, Yorks, Stockbroker 
Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 16 

ORR, JOHN ROBERT HOLMES, 
Kingston, Su;rey Pet Mar 13 

OSBORN, NORMAN, Leed:, Insurance Clerk 
Marl5 Ord Mar 15 

PHILPOLT, GEORGE ST CEY, Salisbury, Wilts, Baker 
bury Pet Feb®7 Ord Mar 15 

PREWITT, MARK, Barton Stacey, Hants 
bory Pet Feb14 Ord Mar 13 

RADCLIFFE, THOMAS JAMES, LBarry, 
Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

REYNOLDS, WILLIAM THOMAS, Langley, Kent, Architect 
Maidstone Pet Feb 15 Ord Mir 16 

SmiTH, HAROLD, aud Lewis HENRY SMITH, Scunthorpe, 
Builders Great Grimsby Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 

Stow, WILLIAM, High st, Hampton Hill, Middlx, Butcher 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Feb 16 Ord Mari4 

TRACY, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Car) sfoot rd, Stoke Newington, 
Confectioner Edmonton Pet Fe) 23 Ord Mar 15 

TWAITES, WILLIAM VERNON, Ashill, ‘Norfolk, General 
shopkeeper King’s Lynn Pet Mar15 Ord Mor 15 

WHITE, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Wanstead, Essex, Dairyman 
High Court Pet Feb16 Ord Mar 15 

WHITEMA , GEORGE FREDERICK, Pontefract, Licensed 
Victualler Wakefield Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 


Merton rd, Wimbledon 
Ord Mar 13 

Leeds Pet 

Salis 


Farmer Salis- 


Fruiterer Card ff 





THEATRES. 
LYRIC THEATRE, 
Lessee and Manager, Mr. William Greet. 
EVENING, at 8.30, NIGHTBIRDS (Die 
Music by Johann Strauss. Book by 
Gladys Unger. Lyrics by Arthur Anderson. Miss Con- 
stance Drever, Mr. C. H. Workman, Miss Margaret 
Paton, Mr. Tom A. Shale, Mr. A. W. Baskcomb, Mr. 
Stanley Brett, Mr. Maurice Farkoa, Mise Mabel 
Burnege, Mr. Olaude Flemming, Mr. J. W. Deverell, 
Mr. Willie Atom. Miss Phyllis Bedells in dance 
arranged by Mr, Fred Farren, by kind permission of the 
Directors of the Empire Theatre. 


THIS 
Fledermaus). 


CRITERION THEATRE. 
Leseees, Sir Charles Wyndham and Miss 


THIS EVENING, at 8.45, MR. ROBERT LORAINE in 
** 98.9,” a New Three-act Comedy, by C. B. Fernald, 
Matinees every Wednesday and Saturday, at 2.4). 


Mary Moore. 


COMEDY THEATRE, Panton Street, W. 
Sole Lessee, Mr. Arthur Chudleigh. 


THIS EVENING, at 8.30, am Original Farcical 
Comedy, in Four Acts, by R. 0. Carton, THE BEAR- 
LEADERS. Miss Compton and Mr. Edmund Gwenn. 


Matinees every Wednesday and Saturday, at 2.30. 





Pridgwater 


| 
| 


| as 
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LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1839. 
The Company's Bonds are Accepted by the Hich Court 
SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMINISTRATORS, for COSTS in Actions where security 
ordered to be gives, by the Board of Trade for 
[ALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 
Scotch Courts, &c., &e. 


Claims Paid Exceed - £2,375,000. 


Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Purty, 
Fire and Consequential Loss, 
Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 

Insurances, se 
HEAD OrFice:—42-4', New Broad Street, E.C. 
West End Office: 61, St. James's Street, 58.W. 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 

ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. ere eee Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, j Secretaries. 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISIED 1823. 

Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, 
Rev-rsions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Rev rsions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 
or by way of deferred charge. Optio s for repurchase 
allowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. 


Paid up Share and Debenture Capital, £764,825. 
30, Coleman St., London, E.C. 


is 











Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH @ VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 
93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 





BY AUTHORITY, 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 
SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS desigaed and executed, 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agets, tc. 
2, SERJEANTS’ INN, FLEEL STREET, 
LUNDON, E.C, 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 


— > AY BD = oa 
ASKELYNE and DEVANT’S 

MYSTERIES, St. George's Hall, Oxford Circus. 
Daily at 3 and 8. Seats Is. to Je. Louis Nikola 
Magician Entertainer. Original Experiments. The 
Topsy-turvy Tea Table, Dissolution of Matter, Patriotio 
Drill, Total Eclipse, &e., &., &c. At 3 and 8, THE 
WINDOW OF THE HAUNTED HOUSE. Ghosts, having 
all the appearance of being living persons, come to the 
window and go away from it invisibly, while members 
of the audience are on the stage. Presented at every 
performan by Mr. E. A. Maskelyne. Gintaro, the 
Great Japane se Juggler. Mr. Ernest Hastings, Humour 
and Music at the Piano. The Vagabond Players, with 
Mr. Harold Montague. Mr. Maskelyne's Magical farce, 
““Mre. Daffodil Downey's Seance.” Seats, Is. to 5s. 





\ 





Daily, at 3.and 8. Managing Director, David Devant 
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ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OP THE SKIN (Incorporated). 


LEICESTER 8QUARE, W.C., 
and UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. | 
| 
| 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, E 


8Q. 
Number of ; ationts weekly, 800. 
Help in Legacies and Donations 
towards the Purchase of Freehold 
would be gratefully acknowledged. 


£7,500 required. 


A Bonation of £10 10s. constitutes Life Governorship. 
Secretary-fuperintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN, 


INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, WANSTEAD. 


HIS MAJESTY THE KING, 








Patron - 


This Institution maintains, clothes and educates the 
orphans of persons once in_ prosperity. They are 
received from all parts of the Empire, and are admitted 
at any age under seven. 

The next Election will be held in May. Apply to the 
Secretary for forms of nomination without delay, as the 
liat will close on the 28th instant 

Donations an! New Annual Subscriptions 
are urgently needed. 

JOUN 
Commr. HARRY C, 


HILL, Treasurer. 
MARTIN, R.N., 
Sec. and Supt, 





Offices :—68, LUDGATE HILL, E.C. 
INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D. (Camb). Principal: HENRY M. RILEY, Assoc, Soc 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Exceilent 
Legal and Medicai References. For terms and particulars’ 


apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 
TELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS: “MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT. 
Buntingford, Herts. 
Liceneed under the Inebriates Acta, 1879-99, 

For Gentlemen suffering from Alcohol and Drug Inebriety; 
also for Gentiemen convalescing after illness, Ina must 
healthy part of the country ; 10$ acres of grounds; about 
850 feet above sea-leve!, Quarter mile from Station, G. E.R 
Two Resident Physicians, No Infectious or Consumptive 
Cases taken. Inebriety Patieuts are admitted voluntarily 
only, either privately or under the Inebriates Acts. Terms 
from 24 gns. ‘Telephone: P.O. 3, Buntingford, Tele- 

graphic Aduress: “ ReEstpENT, BUNTINGFORD.” 


Treaiment of INiBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
F. 5. D. HOGG, M.R.C.S., &c., 
Medical Superintendent. 
Telephone: P.O. 16, RICKMANSWORTH. 


BRAND'S 
ESSENCE 


or 


BEEF, 


ALSO oF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL 


INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of lav alid Preparations free oa 


application to 
BRANDY & CO., 1.TD. 


Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, 8. W. 

















Telephone: 5345 GERRARD. 


WILLIAM GLASIER, 


Land Agent and Surveyor, 
Auctioneer and Valuer, 


PALL MALL EAST, S.W. 


Telegrams ; “ TELGLASIER,” London. 


MR. 


17, 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1912. 
MESSRS. 
EBENHAM, TEWSON, RICHARD- 


i SON, & CO. beg to announce that their SALE3 for 
1912 of ESTATES, Investments, Town, Suburban, and 
Country Houses, Business Premises, Building Land, 
Ground Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, Stocks, Shares, and 
other Properties will be held at the AUCTION MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of England, in the City of 
Lonion, as follows :— 
Tuesday, March 28 
Tuesday, April 2 
Tuesday, April 16 
Tuesday, April 23 
Tuesday, April 30 
Tuesday, May 7 
Tuesday, May 14 
Tuesday, May 21 
Tuesday, Jane 4 
Thursday, June 6 
luesday, June 11 
Thursday, June 13 
Tuesday, June 18 
Tuesday, June 25 
Thursday, June 27 
By arrangement, Auctions in Town or Country can also 
be held on other days. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
Richardson. & Co. undertake Sales and Valuations for 


Tuesday, July 2 
Thursday, July 4 
Tuesday, July 9 
Thursday, July 11 
Tuesday, July 16 
Thursday, July 18 
Tuesday, July 23 
Thursday, July 25 
Tuesday, July 30 
Tuesday, October 8 
Tuesday, October 15 
Tuesday, October 23 
Tuesday, November 5 
Tuesday, November 19 
Tuesday, December 3 


| Probate and other purposes of Furniture, Pictures, Farming 


Stock, Timber, &c. 

DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by Private Contract can be obtained 
of Messra. Debenham, Tewson, Richardson, & Co., No. 80 
Cheapside, London. Telephone, Nos. 508 and 504 Bank. ° 





PERIODICAL SALES, 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
conduct PERIODICAL SALES of 
REVERSIONS (Absolute and Contingent), 
LIFE INTERESTS and ANNOILIES, 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
Mortgage Debts and Bonds, and 
Kindred Interests, 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 
The dates fixed for 1912 are as follows :— 
Thursday, April 4 Thursday, August 15 
Thursday, April 18 Thursday, Sept. 5 
Thuraday, May 2 Thursday, Sept. 19 
Thursday, May 16 Thursday, October 3 
Thursday, June 6 Toureday, October 17 
Thursday, June 20 Thursday, November 7 
Thursday, July 4 Thursday, November 21 
Thursday, July 18 Thursday, December 5 
Thursday, August 1 Thursday, December 19 
Offices, 6, Poultry, London, F.0. Telegrams, “ Invari- 
ably, London,” Tel. Nos. 999 and 1000 Bank, and 8539 
Central. 


M 





PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 
N ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 


beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUCTIONS 
are held at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on ths 
FiRST and THIRD WEDNESDAYS in every month, 
The dates fixed for 1912 are as follows :— 
Wednesiay, April 3 Wednesday, August 21 
Wednesday, April 17 Wednesday, Sept. 4 
Wednesday, May 1 Wednesday, Sept. 18 
Wednesday, May 15 Wednesday, October 2 
Wednesday, June 5 Wednesday, October 16 
Wednesday, June 19 Wednesday, Nov. 6 
Wednesday, July 3 Wednesday, Nov, 20 
Wednesday, July 17 Wednesday, Dec. 4 
Wednesday, August 7 Wednesday, Dec, 18 
Vendors, solicitors, and trustees having properties for 
sale are reepectfully invited to communicate with the 
Auctioneers, at their Oifices, (6, Poultry, London, E.C. 
Telegrams: “Invariably, London.” Tei, Nos. 999 and 
1000 Bank, and 8539 Central. 





Qi IMSON & SONS, Auctioneers and 
. Surveyors, 
8, Moorgate-st., Bank, E.C., and 12, New Kent-road, 8.E. 
(near the Elephant and Castle). 
AUCTION DATES for 1912: 
March 28 Aug. 15 
April 18, 25 Sept. 26 
May 2, 9, 16, 2 Oct. 3, 10, 17, 24, 31 
June 6, 13, 20, 2 Nov. 7, 14, 21, 23 
July 4 Dec. 5, 12 

STIMSON & SONS also undertake SALES and Lettings 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations for Probate and all 
purposes, Surveys, Negotiations of Mortgages and Part- 
nerships, Chancery Receiverships, Arbitrations, Railway 
Compensation and other Claims, Sales of Furniture 
Collection of Rents, Assessment Appeals, &. 

Separate Lists of House Property, Ground Rents for 
Sale, and of Houses, Premises, Shops, Offices To be Let are 
issued monthly, and can be had free on application, or by 
post for two stamps. The Sale List is the best medium 
in London for effecting Sales privately and expeditiously. 
No charge for insertion. Telephones: 624 London Wail, 
and 3114 City. Telegrams; “ Servabo,” London. 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1912. 
MESSRS. 


PPABEBEOTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY & CO. ' 
beg to announce that the undermentioned dates have been 
fixed for their AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Copyhold 
and Leaseholi ESTATES, Reversions, Shares, Life 
——. &c., at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C. 
Other appointments for intermediate Sales can also be 
arranged. 
1912. 
Thursday, July 25 
Tuesday, July 30 
Thursday, September 26 
Thursday, October 17 
Thursday, October 31 
Thursday, November 14 
Thursday, June 27 Thursday, November 28 
Thursday, July 18 Thursday, December 12 
Measrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co. also issue on the Ist 
of every Month a SCHEDULE OF PROPERTIES TO BE 
LET OR SOLD, comprising landed and residential 
estates, farms, freehold and leasehold houses, town and 
country building land, City offices and warehonses, 
round rents, and investments generally, which will be 
orwarded free of charge. A ully i register of 
applicants’ wants is kept, and details of requirements are 
specially invited from those seeking properties, &c., to 
whom particulars of suitable places are sent from time 
to time. Applications should be miade at their Offices, 
No. 29, Fleet-street, Temple Bar, E.C. 
Telephone Nos. 6,344 Holborn (two lines). 


HARRODS, Ltd., 


AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, HOUSE 
AND ESTATE AGENTS. 

SALES by AUCTION of Landed Estates, Town and 
Country Residences, House and Shop Property, Furniture, 
Reversionary Interests, etc., are held periodically at the 
MART, E.C., and in the Provinces, 

ESTATES MANAGED AND RENTS COLLECTED, 
SPECIALISTS IN ANTIQUB AND DECORATIVE 
FURNITURE, CHINA, AND OBJETS D’ART. 
Offices: BROMPTON ROAD, LONDON, S.W.,, 
and BYFLEET, SURREY. 
Telegrams: “‘ Everything, London” Estate. Telephone 
Western One (60 lines). 

Messrs. HARRODS’ enormous clientéle among the 
moneyed classes of all countries often enables them to 
deal successfully with every class of property when other 
resources have failed. 


\ EATHERALL & GREEN, 
Surveyors, Valuers, Auctioneers, and Land Agants 
22, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 


(Telephone, 555 Holborn), 
Will hold SALE3 by AUCTION, at the Mart, 
April 16. May1l4 June 10, 
July .. Jaly 23. October 29, 
ov 


. 12, . 17. 
of LANDED and HOUSE PROPERTIES, Ground Rents, 
Reversions, &c, Messrs. Weatherall & Green undertake 
Sales and Lettings by Private Treaty, and advise on 
COMPENSATION, RATING and LICENSING CASES. 
VALUATIONS for all purposes. Provisional Valuations 


checked, 
i" ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 
take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 
every description of Property. Printed terms can be had 
on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field & Sons 
undertake Surveys of all kinds, and give special attention 
to Rating and Compensation Claims, Offices, 54, Borough 
Hig h-street, 8.K., and 6, Waterloo-place, Pall Mall, 5.W 


KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY’S 
SALE ROOMS 


FOR 


JEWELS, FAMILY PLATE, PICTURES, 
FURNITURE, CHINA, 


And all classes of Valuable Property. 
SALES IN COUNTRY HOUSES, FIRE VALUATIONS. 
Special Estate Room for Auctions of Real Property 


and Investments. 
HANOVER SQUARE, LONDON. 


ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 

AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUEBS, 

Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
12, OLD JEWRY CHAMBERS, E.C., 
and 312, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 

Telephone Nos.—“5964 Bank,” “130 Streatham.” 

Telegrams—" Oldest, London.” 


Tuesday, April 30 
Thursday, May 2 
Thursday, May 16 
Thursday, May 30 
Tuesday, June 11 
Thursday, June 13 











AUCTION SALES. 
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